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FOREWARD

Although the Vedantic philosophy which Shri Sarkara-
charya has expounded in his Prasthanatraya Bhashyas
depicting the Absolute Reality of the Upanishads and the
Vedas, which can never be refuted, in such a clear
manner akin to perceiving and comprehending a fruit held
in our palm, it is the irony of our times and our misfortune
that the post-Sarikara commentators as well as the other
commentators belonging to alien schools of philosophy
have not been able to fathom the depths and subtleties of
his profound teachings. To add insult to this injury, so
to speak, these worthies have been unwittingly pointing
out all sorts of imaginary, fanciful defects in Shri Sarkara’s
philosophy. Because of the reason that for the illogical
arguments of the commentators belonging to the rival
schools, the Vydhyaakaras (post-Sankara commentators)
who profess to be the ardent followers of Adi Sankara
are solely responsible, it becomes expedient and essential
at the outset to refute and discard their errant and erroneous
commentaries (which are very much in vogue today in
Vedantic literature and parlance).

By this, the readers need not think that it is my
opinion that in the post-Sankara commentaries there is
nothing whatsoever worthy of knowing or comprehending.
There is not an iota of doubt that they have elucidated
many a topic taken up for discussion in the original
commentaries in an excellent manner, and have strengthened
them by means of their own logical devices. In fact, with
the help of the Vyakhyanakaras alone I have been able
to divine the profound meanings of several terse portions
of the original Bhashyas. l{ence my sense of gratitude
and reverence towards them is not less than that of



anyone else. Even so, with great regret it is to be said
that just as the Indian proverb says : ‘The ink devoured
the thousand-figured painting’, the modern theory of
‘Miilavidya’, which is very much in vogue everywhere,
has literally tainted black, as it were, the excellent and
efficient Vedantic methodology, found in and through the
Bhashyas of Shri Sankara and which is like a highly
beautiful picture.

In order to cleanse Vedanta of this dross and dirt,
I wrote in Sanskrit a treatise entitled - ‘Milavidyanirasah’
or ‘Sankara Hridayam’ about ten years ago itself. Those
ardent students of Sanskrit language who wish to discern
the shallowness of this (doctrinaire) theory of Miilavidya
as well as the profundity of the Intuitive deliberation on
the method of Avasthatraya, which is like a pillar of
strength for the basic methodology of Vedanta itself, will
have to meticulously study that Sanskrit treatise alone.
Here 1 have presented only the most important points
with authoritative sources from the original Bhashyas in
a lucid manner in Kannada. I have every hope that the
readers will unfailingly be convinced of the fact that Adi
Sankara had not even an iota of acceptance or approval
of this theory of ‘Milavidya’ by virtue of the numerous
Bhashya statements mentioned here. Here there are many
a hint and suggestion as to how one can cognize Advaita
(non-dualism) directly (Intuitively), without entertaining
even a taint of this Milavidya theory. By reading this
small treatise even if a few students are induced by a
desire to read the original work and to pursue further this
deliberation my purpose is served.

Holenarsipur Yallambalase Subramanya Sharma
1940 Author



PREFACE

This valuable booklet is a free and fair translation of
a Kannada booklet printed recently by the newly-founded
‘Sruti Sankara Samskrita Samshodhana Pratishthana’ which
has the prime purport of dissemination of the Knowledge
contained in the Vedas and Vedanta as also teaching
Sanskrit through their study, research, propagation etc.
For this purpose this Institution has undertaken the colossal
task of conducting daily classes, Vedanta Saptahas (seven
days, programmes of discourses on Vedantic topics by
scholars), tuition in the advanced or higher literature of
Sanskrit, practical training in the scriptural rituals and,
last but not the least, research in ancient Vedic texts etc.
The predominant objectives of the Institution - it need not
be gainsaid - are : Shatrarakshapa (protection or preser
vation of our ancient scriptures) and Sh&troktajranarjana
(gathering together or collection of the knowledge taught,
expounded in our scriptures).

With regard to this treatise, Paramahamsa Shri Shri
Satchidanandendra Saraswati Swamiji had in his Parva
shrama (i.e. as a householder before initiation into
Sannyasa) had published in 1940 a booklet - ‘Sankara
Siddhanta’, which was a product of research, under the
auspices of Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya, which was
founded by him alone. In the early 60’s all the copies of
this booklet were sold out and for reasons beyond the
control of the Karyalaya the treatise had not been reprinted
till now.

Although this treatise is small in size - as the author
himself has concluded - it was not written with any
intentions of acquiring money or fame, nor of providing



a vocation for those who undertake the study and practice
of Vedanta and of getting any kudos from scholars.

Those ardent students and practitioners pursuing a
Vedantic way of life - and who are especially interested
in knowing the futility and falsity of this present-day
erroneous theory of Miilavidya as also who are, at the
¢ame time, devoted to learn the genuine traditional
methodology - as expounded by Shri Sarnkara in and
through his extant Prasthanatraya Bhashyas, which is like
an unshakeable pillar of strength - should necessarily
study this text with all meticulous care to their own
immense benefit. Here in this small treatise, only the
most important points with authoritative sources from the
original Bhashyas are presented in a lucid manner.

It is hoped that the readers will unfailingly be
convinced that - ““Adi Safkara had not even an iota of
intention - let alone purport - of propagating this bizarre
theory of ‘Miilavidya’ *’ by the elucidation found in
numerous Bhashya statements. It is to be stressed lere
that there are many a hint and suggestion as to how to
discern the non-dual Reality of Brahman or Atman of
Vedanta - not intellectually but Intuitionally so as to
culminate in one’s own plenary experience here and now
in this very life - without taking any recourse whatsoever
to this ubiquitous but untrustworthy theory of Mulavidya.
By reading this small treatise even if a few students are
induced to read Shri Sankara’s original Bhashyas for
proper guidance, the purpose of publishing this booklet
would be served.

D. B. Gangolli.
Translator



Abbreviations

Adbhy. Bha. - Adhyasa Bhashya (Shri Sankara’s Introduction to

Brahma Sitras).
I15a. Bha. - Isavasya Upanishad Bhashya. (Mantra Number)
Ka. Ta. - Kalpataru - A commentary by Amalananda on

Bhamati (1917). In this, Bhamati and Parimala are
also to be found (Chapter, text, Stitra)

Ka. Bha. - Kathopanishad Bhashya ( Chapter, Valli, Mantra)

Giti. Bha. - Gita Bhashya (Chapter, Verse)

Chh. Bha. - Chhandogyopanishad Bhashya (Chap. Khanda or
Section, Mantra)

Tai. Bhi. - Taittiriyopanishad Bhashya (Valli, Mantra)
Nai. - Naishkarmya Siddhi (Chap. Khanda)
Paii. - Pafichapadika (A sub-commentary believed to be

written by Padmapadacharya, a direct disciple of
Shri Sankara) - published by Vijayanagaram
Samskrita Granthavali, 1891).

Bha. Por. - Bhashya Portion (the English numbers indicate the
portions or sections)-
Pail. Viv, - Pafichapadika Vivarana (the sub-commentary written

By Prakashatmayati on Pafichapadika) - published
by Vijayanagaram Sanskrita Granthavali, 1892)

Pra. Bha. - PrashnOpanishad Bhashya (Prashna or question,
Mantra)

Bri. Bha. - Brihadaranyakopanishad Bhashya (Chap. Brahmana,
Mantra)

Bha. - Bhamati (A sub-commentary written by Vachaspati

Misra on Shri Sarikara’s Brahma Siitras) - published
by Nirnayasagara Press, 1917)
Man. Ka. Bha. - Mandikya Karika Bhashya (Prakarana, Karika)
Man. Bha. - Mandiikyopanishad Bhashya (Mantra)
Munda. Bha. - Mundakopanishad Bhashya (Mundaka, Khanda,
Mantra)
[The Bha. Por. numbers mentioned pertain to the portions of the
Bhashyas in Kannada published by Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya)
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| THE PRISTINE PURE
ADVAITA PHILOSOPHY OF ADI SHANKARA

TSH TEHIEE HYE Ao |
YAMSFA A e g
I. Introduction

The Impediments, Snags that are Encountered While
Determining the Philosophy of Shri Sankara.

That the revered Shri Sankara Bhagavatpada wrote
his commentaries on Prasthanatraya (the triad of canon-
ical texts) and had bestowed his benign grace upon hu-
manity itself is a fact known to all readers of this small
booklet. The fact as to which are the fundamental teach-
ings of Shri Sankara’s philosophy is also, to a great
extent, universally popular by now. ‘‘By virtue of begin-
ningless Avidya (ignorance), Jiva (soul) is experiencing
the trials and tribulations of Samsaa (transmigratory
existence, life). If this Avidya is got rid of by means of
Advitiya (non-dual) Brahmavidya (Self-Knowledge), he
attains directly the Brahmaswaripa (essential nature of
Brahman or the Absolute Reality) and becomes blissful.”’
Thus that great teacher’s spiritual instruction is that -
‘“‘By means of Brahmavidya, to attain Brahmaswartpa 1is
the prime purport of human beings (Parama Purushatha).”’

What is the Swaripa (essential nature) of the Vidya
taught by that 4charya (preceptor) ? Which is that Avidya
that is destroyed by it ? What is the method of destroying
Avidya by means of Vidya ? How come by that method
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we attain Moksha (Liberation, Beatitude) which is the
Parama Purushartha ? - it is but natural that all these
questions arise in the minds of Astikas (believers in the
authority of the Sastra as a sacred source for knowing all
religious and metaphysical truths) who are rational or
discriminative in their outlook. It is not possible for the
common run of people to find out easily the answers to
these questions. For, many of us are not familiar with
Sanskrit language ; even if we know a little of Sanskrit,
when we examine the small texts believed to be published
as ‘Works written by Shri Sankara’, it is found that in
each one of them the methodology described therein
varies ; if we ask the scholars, each one of them de-
scribes or explains Advaita in a different way altogether.
It being so, it has become almost an impossible task for
Mumukshus (seekers of Liberation) to discern the genuine
Siddhanta (non-dual philosophy).

Differences of Opinion Among Scholars Too

Doubts with regard to Sankara’s Siddhanta do not
arise only among those who are not knowing Sanskrit,
but also among the scholars as they entertain variant
opinions in this matter ; for the Brahma Sutra Bhashya
of Shri Sankara there are two sub-commentaries, Viz,
Pasichapadika and Bhamati. Further there are commentar-
ies on these sub-commentaries. Although these two prin-
cipal sub-commentaries (i.e. Pafichapadika and Bhamati)
are written with a view to explaining the opinion (teach-
ings) of Shri Sankara alone, not only that these sub-
commentators have interpreted one and the same sentence
differently in thier own method but also have described
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the entire methodology of the Siddhamta (final spiritual
tenets) in totally different ways. Further the followers of
one sub-commentary of one Vydkhyana (sub-commentary)
have objected to the interpretation of the followers of the
rival sub-commentary. This melee of criss-cross argumen-
tations between them has given rise to hundreds of inner
factions among the Advaitins. Among them only a few
have been exemplified by Appayya Dikshitar, a re-
nowned scholar, in his popular work called ‘Siddhanta
Lesha Sangraha’. No one has attempted till now to
explain to the general public so as to reconcile all the
various theories of these groups in a satisfactory manner.
Those who endeavour to examine in depth the whole
gamut of these texts get perplexed and feel as if they
have entered a vast forest unable to find a way-out.
Erudite scholars study some of them and somehow get
satisfied, saying : ‘‘All texts undertake the task of teach-
ing Advaita alone ; only the approaches or paths of
depicting the Siddhanta are different, that is all’’ - and
have written some texts with that belief. But because of
the reason that the profound (terse) texts that they have
written are bristling with subtle logical arguments, it is
not possible for all the present-day scholars to digest
them. Therefore, many people opine that - ‘‘All are great
personalities ; all of them have propounded one and the
same topic in various ways’’ and while reading or ex-
plaining a particular text they are trying to do so by
elucidating the methodology contained in the text to oth-.
ers according to their own understanding. In fact, a sin-
cere effort to discern or cognize Advaita (non-dual Re-
ality) in any particular manner (methodology), is not



4 The Pristine Pure Advaita Philosophy

undertaken whole-heartedly by them. ‘‘In the ultimate
analysis, Advaita alone stands out unassailed’’ - thus they
entertain a strong, steadfast faith and read various texts.
Under the circumstances, with regard to their behaviour
or style of living, between them and the rest of the
Dvaitins (dualists) there exists no difference whatsoever ;
there is no possibility of any change occurring in this
regard. For, they believe that in this Kali era it is not
possible to practise Advaita philosophy, and just like the
rest of the people they too are engrossed in mundane,
workaday transactions.

The Two Methodologies in Vogue Today

The teaching method of Advaita Vedanta in vogue
today is, in the main, following or adopting two Prasthanas
(approaches) called ‘Vivarana Prasthana’, ‘Bhamati
Prasthana’ ; to wit, two schools of pedagogics which
propound and explain Shri Sarikara’s teachings (philoso--
phy) in two different ways :

(a) That school or methodology which follows the
text called ‘Vivarama’ which is a sub-commentary on
‘Paiichapadika’ as the authoritative text is called ‘Vivarana
Prasthana’;

(b) that school or methodology which follows ‘Bha
ma*1’, which is a sub-commentary on Brahma Siitra Bhashya
of Shri Sankara as its main source is called ‘Bhamati
Prasthana’. Although both these disputants profess to be
followers of Shri Sankara and his original Bhashyas, their
-methodologies or theories are parting away from each
other in different directions like the Ganges and the
Sindhu rivers. But these worthies are under the delusion
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that ultimately these rivers are reaching the ocean and
merging in it.

The Precent—day State of Vedanta Philosophy

Because of the reason that as generations pass by, the
erudition in Vedantic philosophy has been steadily dimin-
ishing, those who have thoroughly studied or closely
scrutinized either Vivarana or Bhamati are very few in
number. To add to our misfortune, nowadays the thor-
ough and complete study of the original Bhashyas of Shri
Sankara is on the wane, which is a highly regrettable
event, nay a great bane, of our times. The majority of
students feel fully satisfied merely reading and learning
some lessons from brief commentaries on ISa and other
Upanishads, Gita Bhashya, some portions in Chhandogya
and Brihadaranyaka - which are the two voluminous
Upanishads - and Stutra Bhashya. There are also some
students who study texts like Nyayanirnaya, Ratnaprabha
- which are the modern commentaries. Really speaking,
it will not be wrong or an exaggeration if it is said that
the present-day Vedanta (i.e. Adviata Vedanta) as pro-
pounded by the present-day scholars has merged in
Tarkashastra (dialectics or logic). For, many scholars read
the original Bhashyas merely as a pretext or for name’s
sake - or without even reading them - and get fully
satisfied by studying some Prakarana Granthas (texts
written by several individuals) popularly believed to be
the original works of Shri Sankara. It has become a
convention among such scholars or professors to study
secondary treatises based on Nyaya and Vaisheshika schools
of philosophy like - *‘‘Tarkasangraha’’, ‘‘Dipika’,
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““Muktavali’’, ‘‘Ramarudri’’, ‘‘Dinakari’’ and thereafter
to spend greater time and effort in mind-boggling logical
texts like ‘‘Vedanta-paribhasha’, ‘‘Shikhamami’’, ‘‘Advaita
siddhi’’, “‘Brahmanandi’’. Since in those texts the meth-
odologies based on dialectics, which are needed to answer
or solve, in the main, those objections which are raised
against Advaita philosophy by followers of Shri Ramanuja
charya and Shri Madhwacharya, are profusely mentioned,
it amounts to saying that the present-day Advaita Vedanta
study means to learn a method of clashing swords with
alien Vedantins following the teachings of Shri Ramanuja
(called ‘Vishishtadvaita’ philosophy) and of Shri Madhwa
(called ‘Dvaita’ philosophy). Thus as long as we are
engaged ‘and engrossed in the task of pounding a heap of
seedless husk, how at all can we get either the forbear-
ance or the leisure needed to find out the truth or ground
reality by comparing the principal, original Bhashyas and
the various Vyakhyanas on them ?

Need for Studying the Original Texts

If at all we wish to mitigate this chaotic state of
affairs, we should, first of all, acquire the unstinted faith
and assurance that Vedanta will surely and unfailingly
help us attain here and now bliss and peace. The system
of studying and practising thoroughly, completely the
original works of Bhashyas, which rid one of the addic-
tion or craze for dry, vain logic and enable one to aspire
for Purushartha (goal of human existence), is to be found
to have been adopted by some highly qualified, evolved
people. The Jijaaus (seekers of Self-Knowledge) should
realize the truth that at. best the Vydkhyanas (sub-com-
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mentaries, in general) are instruments or means to help
us reckon the true meaning or import of the original
Bhashyas and not that they are in themselves, indepen-
dently, authoritative texts or sources. With the strong
belief that earlier this task is achieved the better it would
be for everyone’s well-being, we had written and pub-
lished a Sanskrit treatise entitled - ““Shri Sankarahridayam
or Milavidyanirasah’’ - in the 30’s. Some scholars who
had read that book agreed that the conclusion drawn in
that text was quite proper, rational. We further published
the Kannada translations of some texts of the Prasthanatraya
Bhashyas with a view to spreading this teaching (meth-
odology) among those who do not know Sanskrit lan-
guage. Many people knowing Kannada who read those
translations understood that Vedanta is full of several:
excellent and profound deliberations and sagacious thoughts
intimately related to human life and lent their patronage,
moral support to this task. But some scholars of our
country especially are engaged in spreading the canard
that - ‘“‘The teachings and deliberations that we have
published in ‘Shri Sankarahridayam’ are opposed to the
Sampradaya (traditional methodology)’’ - at various plac-
es and are vitiating the minds of Astikas ; thus we have
come to know of late. Therefore, in order to solve the
doubts of Jijiiasus who are not able to read Sanskrit and
understand it, we have written this small book. We hum-
bly plead with the discriminative readers to discern that
this is the sacred Brahmavichara (deliberation on the
Ultimate, Absolute Reality of the Vedic lore) which gives
rise to Pgramashreyas (the profound, final Beatitude), and
without giving any scope whatsoever for attachment and
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hatred, they should dedicate all their time and efforts in
cognizing the Reality of the Self.

The Essential Nature of the Differences in Approach

It has been mentioned above that the methodologies
which signify the Vedanta philosophy are, for the time
being, mainly two. It is necessary for the true seekers to
get acquainted a little more with those variant approaches.
For, among the scholars too nowadays there are very few
who have meticulously studied the original works of these
Prasthanas completely.

For the Vivarana Prasthana the sub-commentary
called Paschapadika is the authoritative source. If we
observe the name, it becomes quite but natural to get
misguided, deluded to believe that in this sub-commentary
there is an elaboration of the first five Padas (sections,
chapters) of Brahma Sutra. But, in truth, in it there is no
commentary on even one Pada completely. There is an
explanation of the Bhashya on the first four Siras (aph-
orisms) only. It is written in texts like ‘Madhaviya
Sankaravijaya’ etc. that ‘Paiichapadika’ was written by
Padmapada, a direct disciple of Shri Sankara, and that
in it due to certain unspecified causes only five Padas
remained and further among them only four Sutra por-
tions are now in vogue. If we examine the original text
we do not come across any valid evidence to say that this
sub-commentary was written by Shri Padmapada or that
he wrote the commentary only on five Padas. Even the
Vivaranakaras have not opined that this is authored by
Padmapada ; nor have they mentioned that its size or
contents are only so much. At certain places there do
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exist indications or pointers to conclude that the Paficha
padikakara had the intention of writing a sub-commentary
on the entire Brahma Siitra Bhashya (of Shri Sarikara).
Whatever it may be, among the explanatory sub-com-
mentaries on Siitra BRashya that we have come across,
Painchapadika is itself the most ancient. The numerous
new logical devices that exist in Vivarapa (explanatory
commentary) strengthen one’s conviction and have there-
by become means of immense value to elucidate the
methodology of Paiichapadika Prasthana to the seekers
of Vedanta philosophy. The author of ‘Vivarana’ is one
Prakashatmayati. This Vivaranakara has exhibited exem-
plary zeal, zest while refuting the theories of Bhaskaracharya
who has raised many an objection at various places.
against Shri Sankara’s Bhashya. The most important fea-
ture is that not only has this Vivaranakara elaborated
upon and elucidated the essential nature of Avidya which
Bhaskaracharya has taken up for refutation but also has,
in the process, explained in full detail ‘the theory of
Maulavidya’ (called in Vedantic circles - ‘Miulavidyavada’)
which 1s indicated or suggested briefly in Pafichapadika.
Although in this sub-commentary, for certain sentences
found in its original source (i.e. Pafichapadika) there are
to be found some contradictions, on the whole both these
treatises, viz. Panchapadika and Vivarana, are propound-
ing one and the same opinion ; this much is enough to
serve the purport of this small book and hence assuming
thus we carry on further discussion on this topic.

- For the Bhamati Prasthana the original authoritative
source is Vachaspati Mishra’s Sitra-Bhahya Ttka (sub-
commentary on Brahma Siitra Bhashya of Shri Sankara).
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In this treatise although there do appear certain logical
devices found in Pafichapadika, the manner in which the
Vedantic methodology is propounded and presented is
extremely different from it. Because of the reason that in
Bhamati also satisfactory answers to Bhaskaracharya’s
objections are provided, it becomes quite clear that, just
like the Vivaranakara, Vachaspati Mishra too belonged to
a post-Bhaskara period alone. There is enough reason
even to believe or surmise that this commentator had
written his sub-commentary earlier than the Vivaranakara.
For, like the latter this Vachaspati Mishra has not ac-
knowledged Milavidya. Nor has this commentator even
touched upon any one of the Yuktis (logical devices)
which the Vivaranacharya has utilized in support of (or
to establish) Mulavidya. Even so, Amalananda, who has
written a sub-commentary on Bhamati, has believed ar-
dently that even to Vachaspati Mishra this Milavidya
theory was acceptable. Following in the footsteps of this
writer (i.e. Amalananda), many modern scholars are en-
tertaining this opinion alone.

The manner in which Shri Sure§waracharya, who
is famous as the direct disciple of Shri Sankaracharya,
has explained the latter’s Siddhanta is totally different
from both these Prasthanas (i.e. Panchapadika or presently
in vouge as Vivarana Prasthana and Bhamati Prasthana).
He has not written a Vyakhyana (sub-commentary) on
Brahma Siutra. However; there is a legend mentioned in
Sankaravijaya that Shri Sankara had attempted to get a
Vyakhyana written on Brahma. Sttra by Shri Sureswara,
but the other disciples did not agree to that proposal and
eventually prevailed upon the teacher to get it written by



Introduction 11

Shri Padmapada alone. Further on, it is written in that
legend that then Shri Sankara foretold in the manner :
““You (i.e. Shri Sureswara) will in future become Vachas
pati and will write a complete sub-commentary on Brah-
ma Sutra Bhashya’’. But, actually speaking, because of
the reason that there exists a contradiction in the matter
of some very important points themselves between Shri
Sureswaracharya’s Vedanta methodology and that propunded
by Shri Vachaspati Misra, we cannot give any value or
importance to this story. Among all the texts supposed to
have been authored by Shri Sureswara only three viz.
Naishkarmya-Siddhi, Taittirtyopanishad Bhashya Vartika
and Brhadaranyakopanishad Bhashya Vartika - are impor-
tant. The question whether the other so-called treatises
had been written by him or not will have to be deter-
mined by comparing their methodology with that which
is found in these three texts. All Vedantins revere the
Vartikakara ; but though those who study his treatises in
depth are reckoned to be almost nil, they are very few
in number. Therefore, Vartika Prasthana is a name
which cannot possibly be heard in a seminar of learned
scholars.

Vedantic Methodology According to Vivarana School

Now it is necessary to indicate as to how the opin-
ions (teachings) of the Bhashyakara (i.e. Shri Sankara)
have undergone mutations, nay mutilations, in recent times
as presented by the above-mentioned Prasthanas (i.e.
Vivarana and Bhamati). Especially, because of the reason
that those who have not understood at least briefly (the
gist of) this topic of Milavidya as propounded by the
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Vivarana Prasthana will not be able to discern at all what
we intend explaining in this treatise, that topic has per
force to be mentioned here.

(a) What is the Swariipa (Essential Nature) of
Avidyd ? What is its Function ?

In Atma Chaitanya (Pure Conciousness of the Self)
there exists an Anadi (beginningless) Anirvachya (indefin-
able, indescribable) Avidya (ignorance) - (Paiichapadika
4). Because of the reason that it is dependent upon
beginningless Chaitanyasatta (Pure Existence or Reality
of Consciousness) it is Anadi - (Paiich. 4) ; because of
the reason that it is neither Sat (Reality) nor Asat (un-
reality) it is Anirvachaniya (indefinable or indescribable)
- (Vivarana 207). It has many names like Namaripa
(names and forms), Avyaksita (unmanifest), Avidya (igno-
rance), Maya (illusion), Prakriti (primordial matter),
Agrahana (non-comprehension), Avyakta (unmanifest),
Tamas (darkness) ; Kaapa (cause), Laya (dissolution)
Shakti (power, potency), Mahaupti (the great sleep), Nidra
(sleep), Akshara (imperishable), Akaha (empty space)
etc., (Paiich. 20). Due to its covering alone the
Atmaswarigpa (essential nature of the Self) is not illu-
mined or cognized ; for the appearance of the world too
it alone is the cause (Pafich. 14) ; for, the entire world
is verily its Parinama (transformation) - (Paiich. 13).
Avidya does not mean an Abhava (non-entity) of the
nature of not knowing (Agrahana or non-comprehension);
nor is it of the nature of wrong knowledge (Mithyajiana
or misconception), nor is it its Samskaa (latent or po-
tential impression, proclivity) - (Vivarana 16). It is 4j7ana
(lack of knowledge) which is JAamavirodhi (opposite of
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knowledge) and Bhavaripa (of a substantive nature). This
is the cause for all Samsaa (transmigratory life) ; it
exists uninterruptedly even in all the three Avastha (states
of Consciousness) till one attains Moksha (Liberation) -
(Vivarana 16). In Sushupti (deep sleep) this exists asso-
ciated with Vikshepa Samskara (latent tendency of projec-
tion or dispersal) covering up the Self (Paiich. 5, 20 ;
Vivarana 16) ; whereas in waking it gets transformed into
the form of Aharkara (ego, I-notion) - (Pafich. 20). This
alone is the Upadanakaana (material cause) for Adhy&a
(misconception) which is of the nature of knowing by
mixing Atman (Self) and An@man (not-self) one in the
other mutually - (Vivarana 12). |

(b) What are the Valid Means or Evidences to
Establish Avidya which is Bhavarupa (of Substantive,
Material Nature) ?

The Pratyakshanubhava (perceptual experience) of
the type of - ‘I am an ignorant person’’ ; the Anumana
(inference) which determines or decides, by means of the
illustration of a lamp so as to be able to remove a
particular kind of substantive cover, which is opposed to
non-existence, by Pramanajriana (knowledge born out of
valid means) ; the Arthapatti (presumption or inference
used to account for an apparent inconsistency) of the type
- “In the Pure or Absolute Brahman the possibility of
Ahankira to appear cannot arise without the existence of
Upaiaa Karanpa (material cause) of Mithyaripa (an un-
real form) ; the Sruti (scriptural statement) which says
that - ‘“‘Because of the reason that in deep sleep there
exists a false or unreal cover therein the Brahma Swaripa
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(the essential nature of the Reality) is not shining or
illumined’’ ; the Srutyarthapatti (the presumption indi-
cated in the scriptures itself) of the type - ‘‘Because of
the reason that there is a statement in the scriptures that
by means of Vidya (Self-Knowledge) alone Moksha (Lib-
eration) accrues, the cover of Avidya (ignorance) which is
the cause for Bandha (bondage) should necessarily exist
therein’’ - these five reasons are the Pramanas (valid
means of evidence) for Avidya. One should not doubt in
the manner - “‘If it is established by so many Pramanas
it amounts to saying that it (i.e. Avidya) is Satya (real
entity) alone !’’ ; for, by means of these Pramanas it is
known to be not an Abhava (non-entity or non-existent
thing), that is all. Really speaking, Bhavarigpavidya (igno-
rance which is of the nature of a substantive, existent
entity) is verily Sashivedya (cognized by the Witnessing
Consciousness) - (Vivarana 12, 13, 42, 43).

(c) To Whom has Avidya Entailed ? In Which
Aspect or Subject-matter ?

To wit : For Atman, with regard to Atman Himself,
there need not be various stipulations of the type - ‘The
‘'substratum or support has to be separate ; the object has
to be separate ; for, it is an entity or substance (Padartha)
like darkness and is Anirvachaniya (indescribable). One
may reasonably ask the questions like - ‘‘To whom is
Jraana (knowledge) ? In which matter or topic ?’’ This
Bhavaripa (nature of being a substantive entity) Ajiana
(ignorance or lack of knowledge) is opposed to Jiiana and
hence, just like Jiiana, for Ajiana too there should nec-
essarily be separate 4shraya (substratum) and separate
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Vishaya (object) - thus there exists Bhranti (delusion) -
(Vivarana 43). This delusion is not at all Anta/karana
Ashraya (dependent upon, or lurking in, the Mind) ; it
rests in or depends upon Atmaswariipa alone- (Vivarana
45) ; similarly, for this Ajiiana - the Atmaswariipa alone
is the Vishaya (object) - (Vivarana 46).

(d) How does the Avidya get Femoved or Des-
troyed ?

It is removed by Tattwajriana (Knowledge of Real-
ity). If both Ajiiana and its K@ya (effect) are destroyed
so that they do not recur or reappear, then it amounts to
saying that its Nivoutti (release, freedom) is achieved -
(Vivarana 34). Although in our workaday, empirical trans-
actions the delusions of the type of sea-shell appearing as
silver that occur to us are verily the effect or product of.
this Miulavidya, Avidya (ignorance) does not get destroyed
by Jiiana of Shukti (sea-shell) etc. ; then (at that juncture)
the silver etc., get Laya (merged) in their cause of Avidya,
that is all. (Vivarana 14) ; Or, in the alternative, then,
it can be stated that Avidyas (called Tulavidya) which
are Avastharipa (variant forms of state) of Mulavidya get
destroyed - (Vivarana 15). Only when the Tattwajsiana
(Knowledge of Reality) accrues Avidya gets completely
destroyed. Some people may doubt in the.manner - ‘“‘Can
there be any destruction of beginningless Avidya ?*’ ; but
although Pragabhava (non-existence before birth) etc., are
Anddi (beginingless), just as the logicians etc. have ac-
cepted that they have destruction, the Avidya, which is
Anadi and Bhavaripa (of the substantive nature), also
may be acknowledged to be having destruction (Vivarana
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96). It is true that Jiana has removed the three phenom-
ena of Jaanabhava (absence or non-existence of knowl-
edge), Samshayajriana (doubtful knowledge) and Mithya
jrana (wrong, false knowledge) ; where is an illustration
to affirm that (Jiiana) destroys Milavidya which is totally
different from all such phenomena and which is Bhava-
ripa ? - thus any one may question. In truth, because of
the reason alone that Jianabhava etc. are Virodhi (op-
posed to) Jiana, they are destroyed by means of Jiiana ;
the Milavidya too that we propound, because it is a
Virodhi to Jiana, it also can possibly be removed by
Jiana (Vivarana 15).

(e) What is the Swartipa (Essential Nature) of
Vidya Which Removes Avidya ?

The Jiana of the type - ‘‘Brahman which is
Nishpraparicha (devoid of any world of duality) is Itself
I am’~- is itself Vidya (Vivarna 67). By means of
Vedantavakyasravapa (listening to the sentence of the
Upanishad) which is S@travihita (as stipulated by the
scripture by way of an injunction) the Vayajsana (knowl-
edge born out of the sentence) accrues ; the Adhikari
(qualified seeker) who aspires for Purushartha (the ulti-
mate goal of human life) by himself practises it over and
over again ; as a result of these two, Apardksha Jrana
(the direct Intuitive Knowledge) accrues (Vivarana 205).
This alone is Vidya.

(f) Does Duality Appear to the Jianis, or Not ?

Although Srishsd (creation) etc. do exist externally,
duality does not appear to a Jiani. Just as to the blind
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men - though there exists colour outside - it does not
appear, in the same way, to a Jiani who is devoid of
misconception of the mind (Anta/karapadhyasa) there is
no Pramatrutwa (cognizership) whatsoever ; and hence to
him duality does not appear (Vivarana 203). Or in the
alternative, for this another answer can be given ; al-
though due to Pra@abdha Karma (action that has ripened
to give its fruit in this birth) to him duality may appear ;
due to that there is no harm or danger caused to him.
For, to him on certain occasions in Asamprajsiaa Samadhi
(trance devoid of any conscious cognition of duality)
there accrues cognition of .4{tmaikatwa (unity or non-
duality of the Self) ; due to Karmavasha (being within
the purview or control of Karma) duality is being seen.
Therefore, though he sees duality it is as good as his not
seeing it (Vivarana 205). Even after Avidya is removed
by means of JAaa (Self-Knowledge) the former remains,
subsists in the form of Samskaa (latent impression) ;
therefore duality also may be seen. By repeatedly prac-
tising Tattwajriaa (Knowledge of the Reality) this Avidy@
samskara (latent impressions of ignorance) also gets re-
moved. Such Samskara is also called ‘Avidyalesha’
(Vivarana 106).

(2) When is it that Duality does not Appear in the
least ?

Jiani being associated with Avidydesha becomes
Jivanmukta (liberated while being embodied and living)
and when that (4vidydesha) too is destroyed, thereafter
he gives up his mortal coil (i.e. the body) and becomes
Videhamukta (liberated after giving up the body) - (Viva-
rana 106). In the manner so far mentioned when the
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whole gamut of Adhyaa (misconception) is gone without
any duality being visible and if unlimited infinite bliss or
happiness is illumined or shining, then to get established
as the Brahmaswarlipa is itself Moksha (Beatitude). For
Vedantic Vichara (deliberation) this alone is the resultant
purport or benefit accruing (Vivarana 203).

The Vedinta Methodology According to Bhamati School

Although the Bhamatikara (founder of Bhamati school
of philosophy) has not accepted ‘Milavidya’, the post-
Sankara Vyakhyanakdras maintain that he too has ac-
cepted the theory of Miilavidya. Even if we, for the time
being, keep this topic aside, it is quite certain that Shri
Vachaspati Mishra, the founder of this school of Bhamati,
on many occasions has strayed away from the beaten
track “or path of Shri Sankara and has utilised many
portions of the methodologies of an ancient scholar by
name Shri Mandana Mishra as he liked ; as a result, Shri
Vachaspati Mishra has clearly formulated, propounded his
own but a new methodology. Later on, while discussing
the teachings of Shri Sarikara, this topic may be of some
utility. We have given here the gist of this school of
philosophy.

What is the Essential Nature of Avidya ? What
is its Function ?

In the Jiva (soul), from time immemorial there are
two Anirvachya (indescribable) Avidyas viz. K@anpavidya
and Kayavidya Karyavidya is of the form or nature of
Adhyasa (misconception) - (Bham. 40). ‘Vivekagrahana’
(non-comprehension or lack of discrimination) is itself
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Karanavidya (Bham. 16). Because of the reason that due
to Jivatwa, Adhyasa is being caused and vice versa (i.e.
in a perennial sequence) both Adhyasa and Jivatwa, like
the seed and the sprout, are Anadi (beginningless) -
(Bham. 45). Whether it is Mithygrana (false knowledge)
or its Samskara (latent impression) - without one of them
being behind the other - they do not exist at all ; due
to the Samskara of the previous Mithyajiiana the Adhy&a
(misconception) of the present body, senses etc. has
occurred ; further, through the instrumentality of these
body, senses etc., this very Adhyasa keeps on occurring
(Bham. 17). This Avidya is the cause for the transaction
of Samsara (transmigratory existence) - (Bham. 16). Kaya
vidya is called ‘Vikshepa’ and Kzaravidya is called
‘Laya’. In Sushupti (deep sleep) as well as in Pralaya
(dissolution of the world of duality or the entire creation)
there exist the Samskara (potential aspect) of Vikshepa as
also Laya Lakshanavidya (the ignorance having the symp-
toms of Laya or merger) - (Bham. 335). In Pralaya
everything remains merged in Karanavidya (Bham. 333).
In Sushupti, Prana (the vital force) alone subsists (Bham.
335). Although in Bhamati the genuine statements to
support the theory that they have acknowledged Milavidya,
which is separate or different from their Laya and Vikshepa,
is not to be found - because of the reason that they have
opined that in Pralaya everything in the Sizkshma Shaktiripa
(form of subtle power or potency) exists in Karanavidya
(Bham. 333), it amounts to saying that in a particular
sense Shn Vachaspati Mishra too has accepted Bhavavidya
(substantive ignorance) ; especially the author of ‘Kalpataru’
who 1s a Vydhyanakara (post-Sankara sub-commentator)
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has stridently, so to say, expressed that in Bhamati this
(i.e. Milavidya theory) is accepted - (Ka. Ta. 333). In
order to establish Bhavavidya no valid reasons or evi-
dences have been provided in Bhamati ; whereas, the
Kalpatarukara has followed the method or system of
Vivarana alone in this regard and written his treatise.

To Whom Does Avidyid Attach Itself 2 In Which
Regard ?

For Avidya the Jivas are the Ashraya (substratum,
support) ; Vishaya (the object) is Brahman. Just as the
rope is the support or substratum for the appearance of
a snake brought about or caused due to Avidya, in the
same way Brahman is the substratum for the world of
duality, projected by the Jiva’s Avidya, as a Vivarta
Upadana (material cause which is an apparent or illusory
form) ; hence, ‘‘Though Avidya has really rested in or
is supported by Jiva alone, it has been supported by
Iswara - thus the Bhashyakara (i.e. Shri Sankara) has
stated’’ - this is the opinion of the Bhamatikara (Bham.
378). Because of the reason that it cannot possibly be
determined and declared that - ‘‘Whether this Avidya is
different (or separate) or not from either I§wara or Jiva’
- it is Anirvachya (indescribable, indefinable) - (Bham.
377). ; for this, there are also other names like Maya,
Avyakta, Avyakrita etc. This Avidya exists in each Jiva
as a separate phenomenon ; even so, because of the
reason that everything is verily Avidya, it is being ad-
dressed in a singular number (Bham. 377, 328) - thus
Shri Vachaspati Mishra has opined-; this opinion is a
special, exclusive feature of this Prasthana.
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How Does Avidyd Get Removed, Destroyed ?

Avidya is destroyed or removed by Vidya. That Jiva
who attains Vidya - his Avidya alone gets destroyed
(Bham. 377). Because of the reason that Jivatwa (soulhood)
-1 caused by Adhyasa which is of the form of Mithygriana
(wrong, false knowledge) it is removed by Tattwajriana
(Knowledge of the Reality) - (Bham.. 45). The question
to the effect - ‘‘Is there any destruction to beginningless
Ajiana ?’’ - does not seem to have been deliberated upon
in Bhamat.

What is the Swariipa of Vidya Which Removes
Avidya ?

It (Vidya) is a particular Antahkarana Vritti (mental
concept or thought-construct) of the form of Advitiya
(non-dual) Brahmasakshatkara (materialisation or
actualisation of the Ultimate Reality). It not only removes
Avidya but also shows up Brahmaswaripa (essential nature
of the Absolute Reality) - (Bham. 89). This also is just
like the Sdkshakara (visualisation or developing a special
subtle sense) of the Shadjadi Swaras (six notes of a scale)
in music ; the Samskara (subtle impression) alone gained
by spiritual practices like Sravana (listening to scriptural
teachings), Manana (reasoning or deliberation on what is
heard) etc. become the cause or means for it (Bham.
114). Sravana and Manana mean Dhirana ; Nididhy&ana
(contemplation) means Dhyana ; Darshana means Samadhi
(Bham. 615). This Sa@&shakara (materialisation) removes
the Sakshatkara of Prapazicha (the world of duality) and
since this itself is included in the Prapaiicha, it destroys
itself also (Bham. 150).
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Can a Jiani, being Embodied, Carry on Mundane
Transactions ? How Come ?

Although Brahmasakshatkara removes Anarabdha
Karma (unbegun deed, action) it cannot get rid of
Praabdha Karma (that Karma or action which has al-
ready given its resultant fruit). For, since the Prarabdha
Karma has already begun its effect, that Karma - which
is very strong - needs a longer period of time to remove.
There is no rule of law that merely on the advent of
Vidya (Self-Knowledge), which is opposed, all Karmas
should instantly get destroyed. The statement in the Sastra
to the effect that - ‘‘After being Jivanmuktas for some
time, Jianis experience the Prarabdha Karma’’ - also
strengthens this Yukti (logical devicc). Because of the
reason that Dvaita (duality) and Vyavahara (empirical,
mundane dealings) caused by it are Anirvachaniya (inde-
scribable) that (i.e. Dvaita) is not at all Paramartha
(Absolute Reality). Therefore, there is no harm whatso-
ever done to Vidya (Bham. 958, 959).

After the Prarabdha Karma is exhausted Mukti ac-
crues. In fact, Moksha means to attain Brahmaswariipa
alone which is Paramanandaghana (verily a mass of
Absolute Bliss), devoid of any Duhkha (misery) whatso-
ever. Because of the reason that It is one’s Svabhava
(essential nature) alone, It is not to be acquired afresh ;
even so, due to Anirvachya Anadyavidya (indescribable
beginningless ignorance) it appears as though It (i.e.
Moksha) is not attained ; though It is Svayamprakasha
(self-effulgent) it appears as though It has to be per force
illumined by another ; though It is different from the
body, the senses etc. it appears as though It is non-
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different from them. When Avidya is destroyed as stated

above, it amounts to saying that one has attained Moksha
(Bham. 78).

The Vedantaprakriya (Vedantic Methodology)
According to Viartika Prasthana (of Shri Sure$wara)

Even if it is briefly depicted here in this context as
to what is the Vedantic methodology as per the Vartika
(sub-commentaries - on Taittiriya and Brihadaranyaka
Bhashyas of Shri Sarkara ) written by Shri Sure$wara, it
is sufficient. For, between the Bhashyakara (i.e. Shri
Sankara, his guru or preceptor) and the Vartikakara (i.e.
Shn SureS§wara) in their respective methodologies there is
not to be found any pronounced, profound differences at
all. Not only has Shri SureSwara followed the sentences
of the Bhashyakara (i.e. his preceptor) and has written his
Vartika (sub-commentary) but also has adduced some
Yuktis (logical devices) of Shri Sankara by further strength-
ening them.

The Vartikakara has not accepted Mulavidya like the
Vivaranakdra ; just as the Bhamatikara has repeatedly
mentioned, he has also not stated that only after JAana
bhyaa (repeated practice of Jiana) Avidya gets destroyed.
In fact, the salient feature of the Vartika is the repeated
proclamation in the manner - ‘‘By means of the JAana
(Intuitive Knowledge) as suggested in the Vedanta Maha
vakya (pregnant or profound sentences of the Upanishads)
alone all Ajiiana is destroyed ; in order that such a Jiiana
accrues alone, Vichara (Intuitive deliberation, discrimina-
tion) is quite essential’’.

According to the Vartika Prakriya - barring the
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three aspects of Aj7ana (non-comprehension, ignorance),
Samshaya (doubt), Mithygriaa (misconception), for JAana
(Self-Knowledge which is Intuitive experience indeed),
there is no other impediment or obstacle whatsoever (Va.
4-4-787). Ajiiana itself is the Tattwa (essence, reality) of
the other two variants of Samshaya and Mithyajiiana (Va.
1-4-440). When from' the AjAanadrishti (viewpoint of
ignorance) we assume the two divisions of Atman and
Andtman, Ajiiana rests in or supported by Atman (i.e. it
appears to be superimposed upon the Self). It (i.e. Ajiiana
or ignorance) has arisen in the matter of or pertaining to
Atman alone (Nai. 3-1). Avidya gets destroyed or re-
moved by Jiana alone and not by anything else whatso-
ever ; it exists invariably in Sushupti (deep sleep) also
(Nai. 3-58). Avidya appears to be existing only in the
Avicharadasha (state of non-discrimination) ; once Jiiana
accrues, it cannot possibly subsist (Nai. 3-111, 113 ; 4-
59 ; va. 2-3-192, 4-3-1181, 2-4-101). When Jiiana ac-
crues, Avidya completely gets destroyed ; not a trace of
it remains or subsists (Nai. 3-117 ; Va. 2-1-279, 2-4-437;
Sam. Va. 234). The Brahmamajriana (Intuitive Knowl-
edge of the identity or unity of Brahman and Atman) that
is bom from Vedantavaya (Upanishadic sentence) is It-
self the genuine, real Vidya ; by means of It alone
Avidya gets destroyed. Thereafter a steadfast conviction
to the effect that Avidya does not exist in all the three
periods of time i.e. past, present and future accrues (Nai.
3-47 ; Sam. Va. 183). Because of the reason that by
means of that, i.e. Brahmatmajiiana, born out of Vedanta
vakya alone Mukti accrues, there is no need whatsoever
of repeated practice of Jima (Intuitive Knowledge or
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experience) - (Va. 4-4-775 ; Sam. Va. 438). Nididhyasana
does not mean Dhyana ; it is Intuition or cognition by
which that which is determined by means of Shravana
and Manana is harmonised, matched, realized - (Va. 2-
4-217, 233). Because of the reason that it 1s not rational
to say that even after Jhiana accrues Avidya exists or
persists - there is no need whatsoever for the Dehapata
(falling off of the mortal coil or body) for the sake of
Brahmaprapti (attainment of the Absolute, non-dual Re-
ality) - (Va. 4-4-560, 914, 956).

How Should We Carry Out the Deliberation
in order to Determine the Bhashyartha

Because of the reason that thus the Vyakhyanakaras
have conceived of various methodologies or theories and
have described asserting in the manner - ‘“This alone is
exclusively the real meaning or import of the original
(Shri Sankara’s) Bhashya’’ - the question as to which
exactly is the true, genuine methodology of Shri Sankara
has per force to be determined only after deliberating
once again. How to carry out this Vichaa (delibera-
tion) ? This becomes an important question now. For,
without a proper well-knit and organised system, the
chances or possibility of the correct Siddhanta (philo-
sophical, spiritual teachings) being discerned and divined
by us will be remote indeed. Therefore, it becomes quite
expedient and essential to formulate certain rules or norms
to carry out this deliberation or discrimination. It is our
sincere belief that the following rules should per force be
observed for the purpose :
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(i) Wherever, in any context, there has arisen any
dispute or disparity of opinion among the Vyakhyana-
karas, we should necessarily follow or adopt an opin-
ion which has full support of the original and his own
sentences (from the Bhashyas) of Shri Sankara.

Although there is no cause for us to doubt in the
matter that all the Vyakhyanakaras are scholars, venerable
and knowers of the traditional methodology, when these
Vyakhyanakaras themselves, who are the disciples, do not
accept one another’s interpretations or opinions, before
we follow any one of those factions, it is quite but
reasonable to seek the consent and confirmation of Shn
Sankaracharya. If in case there arises any opposition to
or contradiction of Srutis (Upanishads) and Smyitis - just
as we have, as a rule of law, to accept the Sruti alone
- here too we have per force to give the statement of Shri
Sankara the pride of place as also the honour ; this fact
cannot possibly be ignored or refuted by any genuine
follower of tradition.

(ii) It will have to be per force acknowledged that
better than the Advaita Siddhanta established on the
basis of the logical devices adopted by alien
Bhashyakaras for the purpose of refutation, the opin-
ion or interpretation of the commentators belonging to
the genuine Advaita Sampradaya should be given all
the value and importance ; better than all others’
opinions the opinion of the Bhashyakara (i.e. Shri
Sankara) is of the utmost value.

Though howevermuch the other Bhashyakaras may
be endowed with immense sagacity and subtle viewpoints
and may be erudite scholars, it is not possible at all to
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believe that they had discerned or divined with deeper
insight than the Bhashyakara (i.e. Shri Sarkara) this Advaita
philosophy which was not congenial or convenient to
themselves. Especially when each and every Bhashyakara
has interpreted and adopted the Advaita Siddhanta in a
totally different manner, their statements or interpretations
lose their veracity and value. In the present context Shri
Ramanujacharya, who is Vishishtadvaitin, and Shri Madhwa-
charya, who is Dvaitin, have not cared to go into the
mind-boggling question of - ‘‘Between the Vivarana Pras-
thana, and Bhamati Prasthana which is the real Shri
Sankara Prakriya or methodology ?°’ - but have refuted
both these post-Sanikara Prasthanas. Shri Bhaskaracharya,
who is a Bheda-Abhedavadin, has assumed that Advaitins
in general propound that - ‘‘Bheda Darshana (perception
of difference or manifoldness) is itself Avidya’’ - and has
endeavoured to refute Advaita Vedanta. Although Shri
Mandana Mishra, who was a contemporary of Shri Sankara,
has refuted one or two Yuktis mentioned in the Bhashya
in his own work of ‘Brahmasiddhi’ and has tried to
establish Advaita philosophy by means of his own meth-
odology, he has not raised a word about Bhavavidya
(substantive, materialistic ignorance). He has, in fact, called
Agrahana (non-comprehension) and Mithygiriagna (wrong
knowledge or misconception) by the name ‘Avidya’. In
many deliberations or decisions, Brahmasiddhi is fit to be
called the original source for Bhamati Prasthana. For all
these reasons, it will have to be per force concluded that
- ““On the basis of texts written by alien schools or
factions for the purpose of refutation, the genuine meth-
odology of Shri Sankara cannot possibly be decided or
established.”’
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(iii) In the event of any mutual contradiction
arising among the Prakarana Granthas (their own
treatises) which have become popular or famous as
Shri Sankara’s original (Prakarana) texts, we should
per force accept the Miulabhashya (original commen-
tary of Shri Sankara) -as the genuine Pramana (valid,
authoritative source) and then only determine the
Tattwa (the truth).

This is a norm or regulation of very great impor-
tance. For, several small treatises like Vivekachidamani,
Apardkshanubhiiti, Shatashloki, Vakyavritti, Panchikarana,
Upadeshasahasri etc. are staunchly believed by the gen-
eral public to be those authored by Shri Sankara. In some
of these works it has been stridently affirmed that there
exists a Bhavarlipa Avidya ; in some it has been stated
that the wrong, erroneous knowledge (misconception) is
itself Avidya ; yet in some others merely by the Vakya
(scriptural sentence) Jiiana accrues and thereafter for the
Jiiani there is nothing remaining to be done at all ; in
certain other texts it is stressed that even after the attain-
ment of Jiiana the practitioner should repeatedly practise
spiritual disciplines like Sravana etc. so as to get it fully
established ; in some other texts it is stated that it is quite
necessary to practise Yogic exercises and that without the
attainment of Nirvikalpa Samadhi no one can possibly get
Apardksha Jiana (direct, innate Knowledge of the Reality
or Self). Because of the reason that in this manner with
regard to very important points of consideration of the
methodology itself there are found to be many opinions
which are totally opposite or contradictory, merely on the
basis or strength of these Prakaranma Granthas (treatises
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written by individuals on certain aspects of philosophy),
it is impossible to determine the Siddhanta (genuine philo-
sophical teachings) of Shri Sankara ; this fact becomes
very clear in the light of these observations.

(iv) We should acknowledge the dictum that in
the Prasthanatraya Bhashyas too while deciding par-
ticular questions or matters, Tatpara Vakyas (those
sentences which are used to denote the Ultimate or
Absolute Reality) are themselves powerful, dominant.

At many places in Shri Sankara’s Bhashyas one
particular opinion is refuted by the logical devices of a
rival school of philosophy ; but merely on that count it
is not possible to decide and declare immediately that
those refuting logical devices are themselves Shri Sankara’s
final, ultimate teaching. For example, in some contexts
the logical devices of Buddhists are refuted by other
logical devices of Takikas (logicians) ; in certain other
places those Yuktis of those Ta@kikas are refuted by
Yuktis of Mimamsakas (ritualists) ; although such instanc-
es are to be seen in the Bhashyas, when eventually the
Paramasiddhanta (his own final spiritual teaching).is being
discussed and delineated, those Yuktis of Mimasakas are
also refuted by his own strong Yuktis ; this is an inim-
itable style of writing seen in his (Shri Sarkara’s) com-
mentaries and is a special feature in all of them. In the
same way, although in some places he has written his
commentaries following the teachings of Sankhya and
Yoga philosophies, when an occasion arises for him to
expound more powerful teachings than those, he has
come out with his own Paramasiddhanta ; this trend is
to be seen in and through the Bhashyas. It being so,
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without deliberating incisively till the end, it is not pos-
sible to pick any one particular statement from a partic-
ular context and accept it as the most powerful teaching.
Besides, while expounding the Siddhanta also Shri Sankara
talks according to the relevant level (situation) when
discussing Karma, Upasana etc. But at many places he
has not at all stated his opinions which are of a higher
level than these. Therefore, studying the relevent circum-
stances alone his real intentions are to be determined. Just
as when the Sruti sentences appear to be mutually con-
tradictory, we accept that teaching which is propounded
as its intended purport to be the Veda Vihita (approved
as an injunction by the Vedas), in the same way we
should deliberate upon Shri Sarkara’s sentences and decide
about their Balabala (strength or otherwise) ; this is rea-
sonable indeed.

(v) We should discern and decide the real and
ultimate purport of Shri Sankara’s sentences which
are pertaining to the deliberation on Self-Knowledge
so that they are not contradictory either to Yukri
(logical device) or Anubhava (Intuitive experience).

The fact that - ‘“The Vedantic sentences are not
Pramapa (valid means or authoritative texts) merely be-
cause they are sentences, but in this context Anubhava
etc. according to the circumstances are also needed here’’
- is stressed unequivocally by Shri Sankara himself. There-
fore, those topics which he has propounded in consonance
with Yukti and Anubhava can be discarded or dislodged
only by means of sentences backed up by more powerful
or predominant Yukti or Anubhava ; but merely on the
basis of assuming Sruti Prananya (authority or validity
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of scriptures) and thereby asserting that - ‘“This alone is
Shri Sankara’s opiniop’’ - in an obstinate manner can
never be approved by wise people. Here in this context
for the word ‘Anubhava’ also there is a special signifi-
cance ; that is : Shri Sankara has on certain occasions
mentioned about Jvanmuktas' Anubhava (realized souls’
experience) and Yogis' Anubhava (practitioners of Yoga
school of philosophy - their experiences) etc. In such
circumstances, those sentences therein are said to be
Aptavakyas (well-wishers’ sentences) but not Anubhava
Vayas (sentences based on Intuitive experience) ; for,
Jijndus (seekers) will have to per force believe those
individualistic experiences of Yogis on the basis of their
(i.e. Jiynasus’) reverence towards the utterances of Shri
Sankara, but those experiences cannot possibly be exam-
ined by them just then. But that subject-matter which is
being propounded as a Siddhanta (spiritual teaching) based
on or following Lokaubhava (experience of the common
people) - that being the Savatrika Anubhava (everyone’s
or universal experience), it can be tested by the touch-
stone of their own experience, and for doing so everyone
is fully qualified. We have called (implied here) such
sentences alone to be those in consonance with Anubhava.
It need not be gainsaid here that this kind of sentences
strengthened or supported by Anubhava as also those
Yuktis (logical devices) supported and sustained by such
Anubhavas are the most important among all means or
instruments with which we can determine Shri Sarkara’s
Siddhanta. It is of utmost necessity that all those people
who accept that Advaita (non-dualism) is a Siddhanta in
consonance with Anubhava should keep this salient fea-
ture in mind all the time.
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Adopting these five rules or regulations mentioned
above alone, we will carry out the forthcoming delibera-
tions. Readers who are ardent seekers of truth should
meticulously discard that which is essenceless or irrele-
vant and grasp, discern that which is essential and edi-
fying. Because of the reason that this subject is really a
deliberation on the essential nature of one’s own Atman
which is desirable to each and every human being (in
fact, it is the summum bonum of human existence itself),
here each one should, without giving any scope for Raa-
Dvesha (attachment, affinity ; and hatred or prejudice),
search out the real truth. Here in this treatise, for every
opinion we have adduced a sentence of Shri Sankara in
support and the essential Yuktis and Anubhava too have
been shown at the relevant places. We have left the
arduous task, nay responsibility, of judging as to how
much reasonable and universally acceptable are our deci-
sions or conclusions on the shoulders, so to speak, of our
readers.

II. Deliberation on Avidya

The Essential Nature of Avidya

What is Avidya ? - If at all Shri Sankara has
undertaken the exclusive task of providing an answer to
this question anywhere, it is only in the ‘Adhyasa Bhashya’
which is the introduction to his Brahma Sttra Bhashya.
The quintessence of what he has taken up for deliberation
and discrimination in that Bhashya is : The common run
of people are reckoning both .4tman (Self) and Anaman
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(not-Self) to be each other. Atman is one who is the Vishays
(cognizing subject), Chetana (sentient), Satya (real) ; while
Anatman is that which is the Vishaya (cognized object),
Jada (gross, insentient), Anzita (false, unreal). Not only
have the people mistaken, misconceived the real Atman
and the false Anatman to be each other, but also they have
mutually super-imposed the Dharmas (qualities) of one on
the other to misconceive the Dharmas of one to be those
of the other. This alone is Adhy&a (misconception, de-
lusion) ; this Adhyasa is itself Avidya. Here, it 1s better
to keep in mind these three statements made by Shri
Sankara.

(i) “TRTNETUHSN fvsar SIfaafa 7= 11 - mean-
ing, ‘Whatever has been stated so far as Adhyasa of this
form or nature has been reckoned by scholars (wise people)
to be Avidya’ - (Stitra Bhashya, Adhyasa Bhashya. 4.)

(ii) ‘SrETTHEAERAgfEReaE™ 11’ - meaning,
‘Adhyasa means to reckon that which it is not - thus we
have already stated.” (Sutra Bha. Adhyasa Bha. 10).

Adhyasa means to conjure up, project. For this Shri
Sankara has used synonyms like Adhyaropa, Bhranti, Méha,
Viparyaya, Viparyasa, Vikalpa in and through his Bhashyas.
To the word ‘MithyZ (false) the synonyms of J7Zama
(knowledge) are added to formulate words like Mithygrana,
Mithyapratyaya etc. ; to the word Viparita’ (misconceived)
the synonyms of Jiiana are added to formulate words like
Vipar#tajriana, Viparitapratyaya, Viparitadhigama etc. ;
and to the word Anyatha (of different kind) the synonyms
‘of the same word of Jiiana are added to formulate words
like Anyathgriana, Anyathagrahapa etc. and such words
are found to be profusely used in the Bhashyas.
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While describing the essential nature of Avidya in a
particular context Shri Sankara has written the following
sentence :

(iii) ‘amr fe weoE: SAETEEERiaen fraiaues:
HYEIgE! A1, SR o | e agw |

AR T fafrufed aft s faemE e i1’
- (Sutra Bha.) (Gita Bha. 13-2)

Meaning : ‘“‘Because of the reason that Avidya is like
a cover it is a Pratyaya (mental concept) of the nature
of Tamasa (darkness, non-comprehension) ; it (exists in
the three forms of) wrongly signifying, creating doubt, and
making something not known ; to wit, when the light of
Viveka (discrimination) comes, that Avidya does not exist ;
only when a defect of the nature of Tamasa of the type
of cataract of the eye etc. exists, the triad of ignorance
of the forms of not knowing, doubting or wrongly knowing
is seen.”’

If we observe these three Bhashya sentences, it will
have to be admitted that Shri Sankara has called all the
three of - Adhy&da (wrong knowledge, misconception)
Samshaya (doubting), Agrahana (non-comprehension) - by
the word ‘Avidya’. Apart from these three, no other Avidya
has been mentioned by Shri Sankara in his Bhashyas.
Especially the word ‘Miilavidya’ is not to be seen any-
where at all. It is true that some people do interpret
Agrahana itself as Miulavidya ; but only after it is sub-
stantiated and proved that Shri Sankara has not called
Grahanabhava (the non-existence of comprehension or non-
comprehension) Agrahana or only after denoting clearly
that apart from that Grahanabhava a different Milavidya
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has been mentioned or explained by Shri Sarkara in such
and such context - this intrepretation can be accepted and
not until then.

What is the Cause for Avidya ?

Nowhere has the Bhashyakara raised the question -
‘‘What is the cause for Avidya ?°’ The Vivaranakaras have
stated that for Avidya of the form or nature of Adhyasa
- ‘Millavidya’ is the Upalaakarana (material cause), is
it not ? But this opinion is not to be seen anywhere in
the Prasthanatraya Bhashyas. For the questions - ‘“Why
do the common people commit or entertain Adhyasa ? Why
do they (wrongly) reckon Atman and Anatman each for
the other ? - the answers are to be found in the following
sentences :

(a) TR EEAAEFARAY HiEeEATa-
¥ srefafrsadufiifremmffina: s e
Fefd aiefafa Aufeisd Sweaaer: 11’ - (Sitra Bha.
Adh. Bha. 1)

Meaning - ‘‘Even it being so, the common people by
nature do Adhyasa (misconceive) with regard to Atman
and Anatman by misconceiving one in the other mutually
as also misconceiving the Dharmas (qualities) of each in
the other ; because of the reason that they have not
distinguished Dharmas which are extremely different as
also the Dharmis (the entities endowed with those qualities)
from each other - they have mixed up the real with the
false and are carrying on their workaday transactions

naturally due to wrong knowledge (misconception) in the
forms of - ‘I am this ; this is mine.” -’
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It amounts to saying that the inability to distinguish
between Atman and Anatman is itself the cause for Adhyasa.
Because of the reason that this inability to distinguish and
discern is verily Avidya of the nature of Agrahana (non-
comprehension), it further amounts to saying that the
Avidya of the nature of non-comprehension is responsible
for, or the cause for, wrong knowledge (i.e. false knowi-
edge). This very opinion is mentioned in the following
sentence 3

(b) AFTFAfwfaafao i TR GRS

A YESTEENfaamrIaEE: |l - (Gita. Bhi. 13-26)
Meaning : ‘‘Kshetra and Kshetrajiia means Anatman, which
is the Vishaya and Atman, who is the Vishayi (respec-
tively) ; although both these are of different essential
natures, having misconceived (Adhyasa) each for the other
and their respective Dharmas mutually in each other is itself
their Samyoga (union, association) ; for this Samydga the
absence or lack of not distinguishing between the Kshetra-
swaripa (essential nature of the not-self) and Kshetra-
Jjraswaripa (essential nature of the Self) is itself the
cause.”’

In the above-mentioned first sentence, the expression

- ‘faorgmfafia:’ is broken, split into ‘faear s’
by the Vyakhyanakaras and they have interpreted that
Miilavidya alone which is Anirvachaniya (indescribable,
indefinable) is the Upaiana (material cause) for Adhyasa
(Paiich.'4, Vivarana. 11). But because they have not shown
as to where exactly this Anirvachaniya Miulavidy3 is
mentioned in the Bhashya, this Vydhyaa (interpretative
commentary) cannot be acceptable at all. Besides, in the
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Gita Bhashya, Avidya, which is of the nature of Adhyasa,
is itself seen being called ‘Mithyajiana’ also. To wit,
‘WsEEEy: SA8Td A froreeeso’ = (Gita
Bha. 13-26). This alone is being called ‘fHEAETET:’
(Stitra Bha. 1). For that reason too there is no approval
for this commentary (mentioned above). It is true that
Avidya which is of the nature of Agrahana (non-compre-
hension) is called ‘‘Nimitta’’, ‘“‘Hetu’’, ‘“‘Kaana’’, ‘‘Bija’’
etc. in the Bhashya ; in such contexts or places the
Madalavidyavadins (proponents of the theory of Miulavidya)
comment that “‘Bija’’ means Avidya alone which is Upaiana
Karama (material cause). But because they have not es-
tablished the fact as to where, in which context, Shri
Sankara has mentioned (unequivocally or stridently) this
Milavidya, this Vyakhyana too cannot possibly be accept-
ed.

In the Bhashya, Avidya of the nature of Agrahana is
also called AjAana, Apratibodha, Anishchaya, Anavagama,
Anavabodha, Tamas etc. In any case, because of the reason
that Agrahana and Anyathagrahana have been called Avidya
alone in the Bhashya, if there is this word ‘Avidya’ used
in a particular place, then we will have to discern as to
what exactly is its meaning according to the circumstances.

(c) EHEEfeE= Aafsera fasmeaea: 1 -
(Sutra Bha. Adh. Bha. 12).

In this sentence it has been stated that Adhyasa, of
the nature of Mithygpratyaya (false concept, misconception)
is Anadi (beginningless) and Ananta (endless), is it not ?
In some people there may arise a doubt of the type - ‘“‘That
which is a Pratyaya (concept) - how at all can it be Anadi
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and Ananta ?”’ For this the solution is : As long as
Vyavahara (empirical transaction) exists, either Agrahana
or Anyathagrahana as also their Samskara (latent impres-
sion) invariably exist. That is all that is meant by this
sentence. In this context the fact that this very meaning
or interpretation should be reckoned is pointed out by the
following sentence :

(d) ‘doregEaq Sfvega: dER: At fraers
FHATHRIYAH: FAMCA-NSTY: 11’ - (Bri. Bha. 1-1-1 ; Sam.
1-7).

The Kshnya (Substratum) for Avidyi,
its Vishaya (Object)

The two questions - ‘To whom is Avidyd ? About
which matter or thing is there Avidya ?’’ - in truth, do
not at all arise in this Advaita Siddhanta. For, the questions
- To whom ? About which matter ? - have to arise in
Dvaita. ‘‘The whole gamut of Dvaita is Adhyasta (super-
imposed, misconceived), Avidyaka (born out of ignorance)
and is not real’’ - to people who aver like this - those
who question in the manner - ‘‘To whom is Avidya ? About
which thing there is Avidya ?’’ - have not discerned the
profound truth or purport of this Siddhanta - This fact
becomes very clear and evident. Even so, the statement
that - ‘““Due to Avidyd, Dvaita has come into being ; by
means of Vidya, Advaita gets established’’ - has been
literally assumed to be true and many Avivekins (non-
discriminative people) raise the questions mentioned above.
From the viewpoint of such people Shri Sarnkara has given
the following answers :
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(1) ¥ Evam: 3 9q | a%d g=fq o= a 3f
AWH: | TIEHR Ee: I | W wiagaisty, i
HEfaeuae: 1| - Sitra Bha. (4-1-3).

Meaning : ‘““To whom is this A4j/7aa (ignorance) ?
- In answer, ‘To you who is asking the question’, we say.
You may object to this saying that - ‘In the Sruti it is
stated that I am verily Ishwara, is it not ?° If you have
cognized in that manner, then to no one there is Ajfiana
whatsoever.”’

(i) wRrvafaemgIefaiia <9q | 7 | s faenfaemm |
= f& afemal wrarsRsafa giese araa ageiEEng
‘W gfes 7 ©E 3 | 9 @aE w4y, Rag |49y,
A Ty, A€ Fameew | 3 ARIvAshcatam A faumas
FECH AR | 7 90 YesEiia sguad-
THtERYn At | e afe, 7 T EeasEtER-

fframfaersd =ft | waee Tfqersd a=<i 9 5@ | fo
Yam@ Afqerral ¥ TS 4 1 - (Bri. Bha. 1-4-
10).

Meaning : “‘In the matter of Brahman, Avidya cannot
exist at all, is it not ? - In answer, it is not proper (to
say so). For, Vidya has been instructed with the purport
of cognizing Brahman. If no one misconceives silver in
a sea-shell, does anyone denote in the manner - ‘This is
a sea-shell alone, not silver ?° No. In the same manner,
if there were no Avidya with regard to Brahman, then the
Sastra would not have instructed that Brahma is one and
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one alone in the manner - ‘All this is verily Sat (Reality) ;
all this is verily Brahman, all this is Atman alone ; there
is no Dvaita (duality) which is not this Brahman.

‘(Objection) : We did not say that - ‘Just as the silver
is misconceived in the sea-shell, in Brahman that thing
which is not its Dharma (quality, attribute) is not mis-
conceived’ ; we say - ‘Brahman is not an 4j7a (ignorant
one) who is responsible (cause) for super-imposing a
Dharma which does not belong to It !’

‘(Siddhanta) : It may be accepted if it is your opinion
that - ‘In this manner Brahman is neither Ajiia nor
associated with Bhranti (delusion)’ ; but, especially if you
say that - ‘Apart from Brahman there exists another
Chetana (sentient being) who is Bhranta (deluded) - who
is Aj7a (ignorant)’ - then we do not agree’. *’

It becomes quite evident from the above-mentioned
sentences that all these matters like Avidya, the object for
Avidya and the substratum for Avidya are, in truth,
conjured up or projected by Avidya itself. If we observe
properly (with insight), although it is the absolute truth
that there is no 4shraya (substratum) whatsoever for
Avidy3, for the purpose of carrying out Atmana@maviveka
(Intuitive deliberation between Atman and Anatman), Shri
Sankara has expressed that - ‘‘Because it is a Pratyaya
(mental concept) Avidya is Antahkarapa Dharma (a qual-
ity, attribute of the inner instrument of mind)”’. This
statement should be understood to have been made adopting
the viewpoint of deliberation, discrimination of the work-
aday transactions. For example, look at this sentence :

(iii) 31T - & afE Fqest Afaen | ..... 7)1 fagdafmgoi
dfaf a1 At wdigrayy: W@ fafiRsw e
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TR EIgHS qdn, ae e AT v AT

wifan: Fora Fafasfagae<, 7 9g: 8999 |1 (Gita
Bha. 13-2).

Meaning : ‘‘(Objection) : ‘In that case, Avidya be-
comes the Dharma (an attribute) of the cognizer.” (Con-
solation) : ‘Not so ; for, just as whether it is wrongly seeing
etc. or its cause of cataract etc. - when after a proper
treatment (Samskara) is given, that cataract disappears, it
is no longer seen to exist in the seer - and hence it is
not his Dharma - similarly in all aspects the Pratyayas
(concepts) of not cognizing, doubting and wrongly cognizing
as also their causes should invariably become the Dharma
(attribute) of a particular Karaza (instrument or means of
action or sense organ) and not the Dharma of the Kshetrajsa
(one who knows or cognizes the Kshetra or the dwelling
place).” -’

There is no approval whatsover of Shri Sarkara to
the theory that - ‘‘Whether it is Adhyaa (misconception)
or Milavidya - they have reposed or rested in Atman
alone.’”’ However, the proponents of Miilavidya Vada say
that - ‘‘Milavidya has rested on Chinmara (Absolute Pure
Consciousness) ; further, it has objectified that Pure
Consciousness Itself.”’

What is the Karya (Function, Effect) of Avidya ?

To the question - ‘““The Bandha (bondage) wh'ich' is.
the product or effect of Avidya - which is it ?°> - the
answer i1s to be found in the following sentence :

(i) ¥a: Rl Fa@Hs qafd | FaleT GaasaieeT
Yegfd | AEANS TR T T Ioedrgafd | STeAe-
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wEdaNEatd | qaaiesd: s vafy g foee | e

fiFamaIeY | @@ We Il (Bri. Bha. 4-3-20).

Meaning : ‘‘Therefore, it amounts to saying that this
alone is the essential reality of Avidyd. It depicts Atman
who is Sarvaman (the Self of everything) to be Asarvaman
(not the Self of all) ; although there does not exist any
entity or object apart from Atman, it conjures up or projects
as if the former exists ; it (i.e. Avidyd) makes Atman to
be reckoned as Parichhinna (divisible, partible) ; thereafter,
that object which is apart from oneself, with regard to that
object a desire accrues ; due to this desire one performs
action ; thereafter the fruit of it accrues.’’

It evolves from this that - ‘‘Desire, which makes one
blind to what is before him and project Kriy@&arakaphala
Bheda (the distinctions of action, means of action and its

fruit), is itself the effect of Avidya.’’

(i) efmisem framaaer: wiapavads:
W 9aq: |l (Sutra Bha. Adh. Bha. 12).

Meaning : ‘‘Adhyasa, which is natural, is of the form
of Mithygpratyaya (false notion or concept) ; it creates
agentship of action and enjoyership. This is perceptible,
visible to all the people.”’

‘Kriyakarakaphalabheda’ and ‘Kartrtwa Bhoktrtwa’ -
both mean the same thing. This alone is the Kaya
(function) of Avidya.

(iii) FETRATHTEA FEIfeThicdd AT dearac-
grfEEd dERIYsae W e wiEl, i,

wafa: 3fa 9 gfoeyarfaer@d 11 (Satra Bha. 2-1-14).
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Meaning - ‘‘As if they are verily the essential nature
of /swara (the Lord Creator) who is omniscient, the names
and forms which are projected or conjured up (Kalpita)
due to Avidya (ignorance) cannot possibly be described,
defined either as He alone or not Himself ; these (i.e. names
and forms) are the seed for the Samsaa Prapascha (world
of duality of the transmigratory life). They have been called
in the scriptures and sages’ works (by various names like)
Omniscient Lord’s (/swara’s) Maya, Shakti, Prakriti.’’

Just as Samsara (transmigratory life or existence) is
being called Avidya-Kama-Karma, Kartrutwa-Bhoktrutwa,
Kriya-Karaka-Phala - there is also a conventional practice
of calling it Namartipa. Because of the reason that names
and forms are false appearances conjured up due to Avidya,
they are also being called ‘Maya’. Because of the reason
that Maya is the false appearance brought about as an effect
(Kaya) of Avidya, it is being described as ‘Avidya
Lakshana’, ‘Avidya Krita’, ‘Avidya Kalpita’, ‘Avidyatmaka’,
‘Avidyapratyupasthapita’ also. Without knowing this secret
some (post-Saﬁkara) commentators have confused them-
selves to believe ‘Maya’ itself is ‘Avidya’ ; besides, they
are affirming that Praksti (primordial matter) which is itself
AvidyzKalpita (misconceived due to Avidya) is the cause
for Avidya as also that very Prakrti is ‘Mi#avidya (root
cause for Avidya). It has to be necessarily brought to the
attention of such misguided commentators as to what Shri
Sankara has himself reiterated, very clearly too (viz.
‘““Maya 1s Avidya Kalpita.”’)

The statement made here that - ‘“Namarupa Maya is
Anirvachaniya’ - is meant only to denote that although
it appears in Vyavahara (workaday, empirical transactions)
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it is not existing as Paramartha (Absolute Reality) and
not to indicate that a totally different kind of substance
or entity called ‘Anirvac'aniya’ (indefinable, indescribable
thing) really exists. To substantiate this tenet the following
sentence is authoritative :

(iv) I q A mﬂmﬁw
Frreamm e geifefarRagwa- aw@al 4 w:, Wfeerh
HelfefaeRacd Al aqved ‘TEHRagaray, ‘N T s’
TARRATdRY e wiavea | 3er g e e
FEAEET Y[ GHRITESTAS @ 9 Ad A=
FATCTEEEHY FAHEISaERSTaEeR faad
AGYHEd, TSGR ¥ wafa @vifast, agr waisd

FEEUCE aER: || (Bri. Bha. 3-5-1).

Meaning : ‘““When we follow the Sruti (scripture) and
observe from the Paramartha Drshf (Transcendental view-
point) - just as apart from the clay the pot etc. which are
its Karya (effects), apart from water the foam etc. do not
exist at all - apart from Paramaman (Sup.eme Self) the
names and forms become sublated, falsifi 1 - then He
becomes the object of Paramartha Darshana (Intuitive
vision or experience of the Ultimate, Absolute Reality) of
the type of - ‘One alone without a second’ ; ‘In this Atman
there does not exist any Dvaita (duality) whatsoever.” But
when due to the natural Avidya - just like the rope, the
sea-shell, empty space etc. - Brahman, which (always,
eternally) exists in Its own essential nature of Pure Being
though devoid of any taint or touch of anything else
whatsoever, is not cognized to be different from the body
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and the senses which are projected due to names and forms,
and further the natural viewpoint of the adjuncts of names
and forms persists - then all this empirical transaction of
a separate entity existing ensues.’’

II1. Deliberation on Vidya (Self-Knowledge)

So far we have described in detail the Swaripa
(essential nature) of Avidya (ignorance), its Hetu (cause),
its Ashraya (substratum), its Vishaya (object, subject-
matter), its K@ya (resultant effect), as also the essential
nature of Bandha (bondage) that ensues due to Avidya.
Now, after describing the essential nature etc. of Vidyaz
(Self-Knowledge) we have to indicate the resultant effect
or fruit of Mukti (Beatitude, Liberation) accruing from It.

The Essential Nature of Vidya'_'g

The following two sentences indicate that to determine
the essential nature of Atman is verily called VidyZ and
just as Avidya is of the nature of Aviveka (non-discrimi-
nation) Vidya is of the nature of Viveka (discrimination).

(a) ofEaFT ¥ SRgEEIEERY faRp] &g 1 (Sitra
Bha. Adh. Bha. 5).

In the previous sentence, it has been stated that -
“‘ Punditas (wise men) call Adhyaa (misconception) Avidya’’.
There are instances of some among the present-day pro-
ponents of Milavidya theory trying to evade the issue by
saying - ‘‘This is the opinion of scholars but not of Shri
Sankara” ! But because of the reason that this sentence
- ““To determine the Swaripa (essential nature) of a Vastu
(an entity, i.e. Brahman, the Ultimate Reality) is called
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Vidya’’ - comes close on the heels of that earlier sentence,
it will amount to saying that - ‘‘In the viewpoint of the
Miilavidyavadins this too is the opinion of the scholars
but not of Shri Sankara’ ! In that event, it will amount
to saying that Shri Sankara never taught in his Adhyasa
Bhashya the essential natures of Vidya and Avidyad and
thereby that (famous) Bhashya is rendered futile. This is
an undesirable result of an attempt to distort the meaning
of a sentence which is very clear in its import or signif-
icance !

(b) g U, wEaraw, @ fardd sy
faamfaamrrsams:usmmfad |1 (Katha Bha. 1-2-4).

Vidya has been called by synonymous terms like
‘Atma Buddhi’, ‘Brahmama Buddhi’, ‘Atmapratyaya’,
‘Atmajriana’ etc. and the word ‘Jiiana’ has been called by
synonyms like ‘Avagati’, ‘Avagama’, ‘Viveka’, ‘Avabadha’,
‘Samyajjriana’, ‘Avadh@ana’, ‘Nishchaya’ etc. As the present-
day Vedantins aver, to prove their doctrine of - ‘‘Jiiana
is different ; Sakshatkara is different’’ - there is no support
whatsoever to be found in Shri Sarnkara’s extant Bhashyas ;
to cognize (Intuit) Brahman as our Atman is itself Jiiana,
Vidya.

The Means to Attain Vidya

How does Brahmajiiana accrue ? To this question Shri
Sankara has written an answer in his Bhashyas as : (i) Yajsa
(sacrifice) - Dana (charity) - Tapas (austerity) ; (ii) Shama
(control over the mind) etc. ; (iii) staying near a Guru
(spiritual preceptor), practise disciplines like Sravaza (listen-
ing to the scriptural tenets) etc. - by these three types of
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spiritual practices Jiiana accrues. Further he has stressed that
by means of Yajiia etc. a desire to acquire Jiiana is born
(created) in a Sadhaka (practitioner) and by means of Shama
etc. Jiiana Itself will accrue ; since Vidya is a thing caused
by or accruing from a Pramana (valid means), above all or
superior to all others, the third category of Sravana, Manana
etc. are the Antaraziga Sadhanas (internal or introspective
spiritual practices). Since there is no dissent or difference of
opinion in this matter, quoting two sentences from the
Bhashyas we will conclude the deliberation :

(i) TarAefafefa faemdarmoraraat faamamafa
ity | fafafee @@y st @&t 1 (Sitra Bha.
3-4-27).

(ii) TRy SEnfegidte faei w=af< | yEToS=eT-
fgaman: 11 (Sutra Bha. 3-4-51).

To say that Atmajrana (Self-Knowledge) is caused or
bom afresh also is not proper ; if An@majsiana (knowledge

of the not-Self) is removed or sublated, it amounts to or
is tantamount to ‘Jiiana’ accruing alone.

(iii) = fig ST et Ffafas: ... | TR
I 7 Fdeg:, fF @t serafgfgaEaa U (Gita Bha.
18-50).

The Substratum and Object or Subject-matter for Vidya

Those deliberations which were previously carried out
with regard to Avidya’s Ashraya and Vishaya have to be
remembered, recalled here too. If we observe deeply and
properly, in Shri Sankara’s Siddhanta (spiritual teachings)
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the question that - ““To whom is Avidya or Vidya ?*° -
does not arise at all. Even so, assuming, presuming the
distinctions and divisions of our Vyavaharika (empirical,
workaday) transactions, there is a practice of answering
the question in the following manner :

(a) FRT WITHEHTIT AT G FQTTRETA
T A FeAvae - SR 9 | 7 | AT A T gRHeheIAd

TR a;f?qa q wﬁv—tsﬁr HANHTTQ FANS FHeqT
JUYAfT 1l (Bri. Bha. 1-4-10).

Meaning : ‘‘Anyone may ask : ‘Brahman too, like
us, is a Salhaka (practitioner) and It cognizes Its own
Swarlipa and. attains Sarv@matwa (everything being the
Self alone)’ - to imagine like this is not good, is it not ?
But this amounts to a defect being hoisted on or levelled
against the Sastra ; for, this Kalpana (imagination or
conception) has not been made, formulated afresh by us ;
the Sastra itself has made it........ The whole gamut of
Lokavyavahara (empirical transactions) is imagined (Kalpita)
in Brahman alone ; none of it is Paramartha (absolutely
real) ; it being so, what is the cause for raising this
objection that this one singular imagination is not good
or proper ?”’

The statement to the effect : ‘‘Brahman being a
Sadhaka, by virtue of Vidya It gets rid of Avidya’’ - is
Vyavaharika (said from the empirical viewpoint) alone ;
in the Paramartha (absolute) sense one should not discemn
that Brahman is of this Swabhava (essential nature) - this
alone is the prime purport of the above sentence. Just as



Deliberation on Vidya (Self-Knowledge) 49

if we merely imagine the sky to be of blue colour, in reality
it does not amount to its being blue, similarly merely by
this imagination alone Brahman does not get tainted by
any defect whatsoever ; thus we should discern this truth.
This is an imagination referred to from the view-point of
the common people,

(b) FRrUAfaRnaraifa 9 | 7 | @i faenfersmg 1
(Bri. Bha. 1-4-10).

The purport of this sentence is : ‘“There is no reason
whatsoever for Avidya to exist with regard to Brahman,
is it not ? - if this question is asked, the answer is : Not.
so ; because of the reason alone that in the Sastra it has
been pointedly instructed that one should cognize Brahman,
we can determine that there exists an Avidya of the nature
of not cognizing Brahman.’’ This sentence has been given
in full previously itself. From this it becomes evident that
- ““Avidya means Adhyaa (misconception) ; Vidya means
having cognized the real essential nature of an entity or
substance alone and nothing else.”’

(c) Faenfaeriragsiaffa 9q | 7 | e, faawtaast
FIeEd FAgIeIa AT | 7 f S wese aa
Ty | AfFEn T @WigHaT F90 | ersenfafas 7
fagmfafa’ | aan faenfaasisToaa | sufcaf=t 9w s
faai 9o | 9w ¥ FRASAIRAT | AR EEE

foenfad | Y ¥ e 1| (Tai. Bha. 2-8).

Meaning : ‘‘Are these Vidya and Avidya Dharmas
(i.e. qualities, attributes) of Atman or not ? The answer
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is : No. For, they are Pratyaksha (perceptible). To wit,
just like Ripa (form) etc. - Viveka (discrimination) and
Aviveka (non-discrimination) also being or existing in the
Antahkarama (Mind) are being actually perceived. Ripa
(form) which is perceptible is not the Dharma (attribute)
of the seer or perceiver, is it not ? (In the present context
too) Avidya in the form of ‘I am an ignorant person ;
my understanding is not capable of distinguishing or of
a discriminating type’’ - is an object for our Anubhava
(Intuitive experience). In the same way, the Viveka (dis-
crimination) going by the name of ‘Vidya’ is an object
for. our Intuitive experience indeed. Those who know are
invariably communicating to others their own knowledge ;
those others too are verily understanding it. Therefore,
Vidya and Avidya are in line with names and forms (in
this respect). But names and forms not being the Dharma
of Atman is .a fact already known indeed.’’

In this sentence too, it is very clear that both Vidya
and Avidya - meaning, cognizing or knowing an object
or not cognizing or knowing it - are the Antahkarama
Dharmas (the qualities, attributes of the Mind). In many
places in his Bhashyas, Shri Sarikara has called both Vidya
and Avidya ‘Vrrti’ (thought), ‘Pratyaya’ (concept). His
calling Mulavidya as Avidya is not to be seen even in
one single place anywhere.

In the same manner, as it was mentioned in the
previous chapter that - ‘“Avidya is an Anthahkarana Dharma’’
- here too, following the Saikhya Drish4 (the view-point
of the Intuitive deliberation or discrimination) it has been
stated that - ‘“Vidya is Antahkarana Dharma’’. If we
observe with insight, Anta/karara (Mind), its Dharma
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(attribute), its Vishaya (object) - all are Adhyasta (super-
imposed or misconceived) and hence, in the ultimate sense,
Adhyasa is not the attribute or quality of anything at all
- This truth should be remembered here.

What is the Resultant Effect of Vidyi ?

Just as Avidya is the cause for Bandha (bondage),
Vidya is the cause for Moksha (liberation). As to how
Vidya gives rise to Moksha can be known from the
following sentences :

(i) FTTEAEEH ¥ wRfaaraeEn fads e =
TRHAAASA 1) (Sitra Bha. 2-1-4).

Meaning : Culminating in one’s Anubhava (Intuitive
experience) alone, Brahmavidya sublates, falsifies Avidya.
It also, at the same time, serves as a Sadhana (practical
means) for Moksha ; Its fruit, it is acknowledged, accrues
here alone.’’

In this sentence, the removal or sublation of Avidya
is not based merely on S@tra Pramana (valid source of
the scriptures) ; the fact of Moksha accruing is not an
occurrence somewhere and at some particular time ; in this
very life-span It appears to the Jij#au's (seeker’s) Anubhava
(Intuitive experience) - this purport is implicit here.

(i) TETIFTERTU g RaTRaEafed®y, T
fawdieor] 1| (Bri. Bha. 1-4-10).

Meaning : “‘Therefore, it has been stated that the
removal or sublation of Adhya&a (misconception) caused
by Ajiiana is itself said to be - ‘It cognized Atman’ - and
not making Atman (Self, Pure Conscigusness) an object
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for JAana (Knowledge - i.e. intellectual comprehension).”’

To say - ‘‘Removing, sublating Avidya’’ and ‘‘Re-
moving, sublating Adhyasa’’ - both mean one and th: same.
Because of the reason that Atmajiaa (Self-Knowledge,
Intuitive experience, Pure Consciousness) is Nitya Siddha
(eternally or perennially established or existing) there is
no need for attaining or acquiring That afresh. If Adhyasa
is sublated or removed, then it means (amounts to) ac-
quisition or attainment of Jiana alone - these two aspects
are implicit in this sentence. The second aspect has already
been explained (page no. 47) with an illustration of Gita
Bhashya (18-50).

(iii) FFaAREwacafEfaen aft fer waan | ww
w4, ITE Fal, AR ARG HH HRART geitaufam g
wHeHgar | ‘S Afaerr: fadey smueafar Faeswat
FfEAIsHe 7 ARSIt Feaq TRaemEaTd 1 -
Heqem T | FHugfaegyarar: SegSftaderd |1 (Gita Bha.

18-66).

Meaning : ‘‘Avidy3 of the form of a reckoning that
Kriya, Karaka and Phala are different is always existing
in Atman ; the Avidya of the type of - ‘I have a Karma,
I am a Kartru (agent of action), I am doing Karma for
such and such a fruit’ - has continued to function from
time immemorial. In order that such an Avidya is got rid
of a Knowledge with regard to Atman of the type - ‘Look
here, this ‘I’ is Kevala (Absolute, non-dual), not a Kartru
and is devoid of Kriya and Phala ; apart from me there
is nothing else existing’ - should accrue ; for, it removes
the Bheda Buddhi (notion or sense of differentiation) which
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is responsible for prompting or inducing one into Karma.’’

In this statement it has been very clearly declared that
there is no Avidya whatsoever, apart from the notion that
Knya-Karaka-Phala distinctions are real, as also that apart
from the cognition of the type - ‘‘I am myself that Atman
alone who is non-dual and who is of the essential nature
of being devoid of Kriya-Karaka-Phala distinctions’’~there
is no other Vidya whatsoever.

(iv) 3 FFmEl, afg dewaes, 49t fawiaararsd,
FFAMfa, wd fg qoomg fred® 11 (Bri. Bha. 3-3-1).

Meaning : ‘“‘Whatever meaning among the three cate-
gories of Jiana Abhava (non-comprehension of the Real-
ity), Samshaya (doubt), Viparsta Jiaa (false knowledge)
is adduced to the word ‘Ajiana’ - all that is sublated by
Jrana (Self-Knowledge) alone.”’

In this sentence for the expression ‘Ajiiana’ or ‘Avidya’
it has been stipulated only these three meanings by counting
or enumerating them ; it is crystal clear that among them
‘Milavidya’ is not included. We should remember what

Shri Sankara has stressed here that Jiiana removes these
three only.

(v) e sfaammEgedamg ger 6 @ faer |
Sfeemarg wexa fafaer qva | adTEmREEwE e
fqengana facal safqer | 7§ Tonfas g &g
fradfag aiéfa s=ifeen 1 (Bri. Bha. 1-4-10).

Meaning : ‘“Vidya removing or sublating actually or

perceptibly what is an entity’s Dharma (attribute) or
creating it afresh is not seen at alt ; but it (Vidya) removing
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Avidya is seen everywhere. In the same way, here too
Abrahmatwa (non-Reality), Asarvatwa (not being every-
thing) which are caused by Avidya alone - if they are said
to be removed or sublated by Brahmavidya, it is quite
reasonable. But quite contrary to that, to say that Brahmavidy3
creates a real entity, substance or removes such an entity
will not be proper.”

The purport implicit in this statement is : If one has
wrongly reckoned or misconceived a sea-shell to be silver,
as soon as the correct knowledge of the type - ‘This is
a sea-shell’ - accrues, that wrong knowledge disappears.
Similar to this illustration, here too Brahma Vidya should
invariably remove, falsify the wrong knowledge of the type
- ] am a Samsai (transmigratory soul)’’. It is not,
however, an instrument or agent which falsifies a really
existing substance ; nor is It one which brings into existence
something non-existent. For this Bhashya portion the
Milavidya theory is extremely opposed. For, the Avidya
that these proponents of this new-found theory refer to is
not Ajsana (non-comprehension) which in our workaday
world gets sublated, falsified by means of correct knowl-
edge ; this Milavidya (of theirs) is something totally
different from the commonly known three categories of
Ajiiana, Samshaya and Vipantajiiana which are all falsified
by Jiiana in our empirical dealings. Besides, there is no
illustration or example whatsoever for them to prove their
proposition - ‘“Vidya has the power to remove such a
Milavidya.”” Some among these disputants champion the
cause of this frivolous and fanciful theory alone by ap-
plying it to the illustration of the sea-shell-silver, saying
that the silver of the sea-shell is the effect of an Avastharipa
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(a modified state) called ‘Tulavidya’ of Anirvachaniya
(indescribable) ‘Miilavidya’. But all these disputants have
not accepted the truth that - ‘By means of the correct
knowledge that it is a sea-shell this Tulavidya disappears.’
To assert that - ‘“‘Avidy3 - like a Dravya (substance) -
acquires or undergoes different states or mutations’’ - is
not in keeping with reason. In our workaday world no one
- whosoever he may be - has the experience of this
Tulavidya, or its removal ; besides, to say that the Bhahyakara
(i.c. Shri Sankara) had acknowledged this Talavidya, there
is not even an iota of evidence or support. Therefore, it
is very clear that not only is this theory opposed to Shri
Sankara’s philosophy but also contradictory to universal
experience.

Apart from Vedinta Vikya Jiana (Knowledge Engenderd
by the Upanishadic Sentences) is There Anything Else
Necessary for Moksha ?

Some present-day Vedantins affirm that - “‘In addition
to discerning the meaning of the Vedanta Vakya one should
necessarily and seperately attain S@&shakara (materialisation
or actualisation).”’ It is quite but natural that because of
the reasons : (i) That one is not having the proper,
conducive qualifications or capabilities needed for Vedanta
Vichara (discrimination or Intuitive deliberation needed for
knowing the Upanishadic teachings) ; (ii) deliberation as
delineated and described by both the preceptor and the
Sastra using a traditional methodology - one has not been
able to comprehend the purport implicit in the sentence.
But, to believe either that even by means of éravaua,
Manana and Nididhyasana which a JijA@u (genuine seeker)
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who is fully qualified has practised in the proper method
the Jiana from the Vedanta Vakya does not accrue ; or
even after such Jiana accrues yet another event of
‘Sakshatkara’ should necessarily occur - is totally opposed
to the Bhashyakara’s teaching or philosophy. In support
of this conclusion we will quote some important Bhashya
sentences :

(a) T faftfawd FafowFRRITEERERY ArrdA=-
FARTATR A At sTafrgEfase: ¥ a3y Wiyefaey,
RTINS ¢ § vdafid wafd 11 Mun, Bha.(1-1-6).

Meaning : “‘Just as in a sentence which stipulates as
an injunction Karma, even after the meaning of the sentence
is understood, the (Karmas like) Agnihdtra (sacrificial fire)
etc. which are to be performed by gathering many Karakas
(instruments or means of action) like Kartru (agent of
action) etc. remains, the deliberation on the Vedanta Vakya
which teaches or describes this Paramamavidya (Intuitive
Knowledge of the Supreme Self) is not like that at all ;
at the very instant (simultaneously, as it were) of our
discerning or divining the Vakyartha, the whole process
gets completed.’’

Here it has been clearly stated that after cognizing
the meaning of the sentence there does not remain anything
whatsoever to be done. It amounts to saying that the
doctrine of Shri Vachaspati Misra (Bhamatikara) etc. who
opine that - <“‘Even after discerning the Vakyartha some
such spiritual practice like Dhyana (meditation) or
Jranabhyaa (repeated practice of that knowledge) should
be performed’ - is opposed to this teaching of Shri
Sankara.
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(b) fereneramafaemar graemessfaaTITR: | = afresr:
warRfa faarcst afSmsd agoe, aftmensd

“yiresTraTasmTe a1 geafaemar Seafa: | T SRS av i
(Isa Bha. 18).

Meaning : ‘“‘Because of the reason that after Vidya
accrues Avidya has disappeared, in that very supporting
entity (Ashraya) - (meaning, to that very Jiva) - this Avidya
cannot exist. Even after the cognition that fire is hot and
it illumines - to that person who got that cognition - to
such a person the false knowledge to the effect - ‘Fire
is cold or it does not illumine’ - can never occur ; further,
either Samshaya (doubt) about it or its non-comprehension
can never occur.”’

In this statement not only the three meanings of
Avidya are enumerated but also the intended purport is
quite clear (of the Bhashyakara) so as not to give any scope
whatsoever for the fanciful theory of ‘Avidydesha’ (rem-
nant of ignorance) propounded to the effect - ‘Along with
Vidya a bit of Avidya remains’. It need not be gainsaid
that - ‘For a Jiiani too a little of Ajfiana remains is a tenet
opposed both to Yukti (logic, reason) and Anubhava (In-
tuitive experience).

(c) (i) ¥4 CaremaArsfaenfadasr 7 g & 3T 1 7 |
WeREfeEr | 9 & waw suwfava: wedistae =
fradafa aurtsfy geafasaenq 1| (Bri. Bha. 1-4-10).

Meaning : ““If it is said that - “That Atmajfiana alone
which accrues for the last time removes Avidya and not
the first one’ - then it is not proper. For, in the first one
itself the rule of law is vitiated. If the first Jiiana pertaining
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to the subject-matter of Atman has not removed Avidya,
the last one too cannot do so. For, to both of them one
and the same Atman is the subject-matter.”

(c) (i) & afE Taarsfaenfradat 7 faf<m: 171
o Wt waeguuR: | T i Sfafaege wed wfy
fremTraraa=faerTes | faduw | 31g HeTfrertrero

IR gena=atatd S99 | Weadaar aHTa o
WRATGFEERUQSK 1| (Bri. Bha. 1-4-10).

Meaning : ““If it is said that - ‘In that case, incessantly
or uninterruptedly repeated Jiiana alone removes Avidyad
and not if one contemplates intermittently’ - that too is
not proper. For, if one has to be alive, to repeat practising
Jiana without let is not possible. When thinking about
matters concerned with efforts to keep alive etc. invariably
exist, the continuous repetition of Jiiana is not possible to
be carried out ; for, both those thoughts "are opposed to
each other. Even to aver that - ‘Giving up thoughts of
keeping alive etc. till one dies, one has per force to pour
out Jiiana alone with a measure’ - also is not proper. For,
the question as to how many times one has to think or
comtemplate remains undecided ; besides, the defect of not:
having determined the Sastrartha also devolves on one-
self.”’

(c) (iii). Frragiai=rfufa ¥ srafy enfeagfof =
ACATFIF AT Yl e, A=Y o Hdqaar
T gEEy 3 A | T | egEERTEEe | 7
AT TR RHISHL T2 1 (Bri.

Bha. 1-4-7).
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Meaning : “‘If it is said : ‘In that case, let Niradha
(suppression) itself be one’s yet another duty, responsibil-
ity ; because of the reasons that quite different from
Atmajiiana, which accrues from Vedavakya, is Chittavyitti-
niradha (suppression of mental concepts) and that in other
Sastras like Yoga etc. it is stipulated that it (i.e. Chittavritti-
nirodha) should be performed, let us say that such a practice
alone has been stipulated here’ - that is also not proper.
For, the truth that it is a Mokshasalhana (spiritual practice
for attaining Moksha or liberation) is not determined. In
the Upanishads, apart from cognizing Brahmamabhava
(Intuitive experience of Brahman being one’s own Atman
or Self) nothing else has been mentioned as a Sadhana
(spiritual means) for Paramapurushartha (prime purport of
human life).”’

The purport of these three above sentences is quite
clear indeed. The three different kinds of theories viz. by
means of Charamavritti (sensory perception or feeling)
Sdkshakara (actualization, materialisation) occurs ; even a
Jiiani should uninterruptedly practise Vidya ; by Chittavritti-
niradha (suppression of mental thoughts) one should get
into Samadhi (trance) have been refuted here and pro-
claimed in unequivocal terms that by means of Vedanta
Vakya Jiiana alone the Paramapurushartha accrues. ‘‘Even
after the Vakya Jiana has accrued the practice of Jiiana
is necessary’’ - to this doctrine of the proponents of
Miilavidya the above Bhashya portions are totally opposed.

When Does Moksha Accrue ?

Although there is no need whatsoever of raising this
question, some present-day Vedantins have raised a doubt
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in this regard too. Some among them have stated that as
soon as Jiana accrues the body falls off ; some others
have opined that although the Jiiani lives for some time
after he has become Jrvanmukta (a Realized Soul), because
of the reason that for him also Avidydesha (a remnant
of Avidya) remains attached itself till the body falls off
- in the real sense he has not attained Moksha ; Videhamukti
(liberation after death) alone is the real, genuine Mukzi
(liberation). In this regard we have already exemplified
several Bhashya sentences which refute Ajiianalesha - i.e.
Avidyalesha. We will exemplify here those Bhashya sen-
tences which pertain to Jvanmukti (liberation while we are
in this body here and now) :

(i) T N TGS AHHA HAN FehIETEhIer 7
wufveafe: | EaEfawd faa acered, doeE @
afgeaFfalsE: @& 1| (Bri. Bha. 1-4-10).

Meaning : ‘“‘In our workaday world, just as when the
relationship or contact of the light ensues with the eyes
of the seer, at that very moment itself the form (of the
object) appears (i.e. cognized) ; in the same way when
the Jiana with regard to Atman accrues, at that very
moment, instantaneously that Ajiana pertaining to that
Atman vanishes indeed.”’

It amounts to saying here very clearly that simulta-
neously with the attainment of J#ana (Intuition), one gets
freed from Ajiiana ; this truth is brought out very clearly
here.

(if) “HETFFERRHY NG HTIHRR HeIag v |
frrarNas, Srve wsIEfa@=T 1| (Bri. Bha. 3-3-1).
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Meaning : ‘‘Bamring Ajiiana, it is not possible to
imagine any other hindrance or impediment whatsoever
existing for Moksha ; for, Moksha is Nitya (eternal) and
is not existing apart from the essential nature of Pure Being
of the Saihaka (practitioner) to boot.”’

As soon as Ajiiana disappears (or is sublated) Moksha
should per force accrue ; for, Moksha is not caused afresh ;
nor is it something to be attained or acquired afresh. It
is in truth our Swaripa (very essential nature of Pure
Being). Therefore, the theory or doctrine of the proponents
of Videhamukti that - ‘‘Moksha accrues in some other place

or at some other moment of time’’ - cannot be acceptable
at all.

(iii) TTEd W Wd - TEYaHeRata @ ag fAfed
fed el 7] wewive, W ud faqmefaemf - afafig
gEramfaenarei fafefa-fafamfa, fammafa, Etera =

Hqa: € | (Mundaka Bha. 2-1-10).

Meaning : “‘Therefore, everything is verily the su-
preme immortal Brahman ; one who cognizes that Brahman
which exists in the cave of the heart of all creatures in
the manner - ‘‘That is verily myself’’ - he by virtue of
this Intuitive Knowledge destroys that knot of Avidya -
to wit, the latent or potential propensities, impressions of
Avidya which are tightly binding like a knot here itself,
i.e. while he is alive ; and not after he dies.’’ This sentence
describes beyond doubt Jivanmukti.

(iv) A f& guaEeafma ffaRmgargatagy waf:
WYITHIE 9, TGRS HR A THAHROTSTET
o AT eRmt | 56 g fage ¥ soa ow - qafy eaf
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TEIR | AR T FRTAFT | T i Ty - ooy wedaa:
H1: ¥, Tefeea wie | Ferf 7 IR weEen, |
7 fr fagW Yo wEraUiaSiadsar wa: | graiy-
FYAWEARUE g FETdg=aa || (Bri. Bha. 4-4-6).

Meaning : ‘‘One who, as in the deep sleep state,
witnesses (cognizes) Atman who is devoid of any special
attributes, who is non-dual and who is of the essential
nature of Jyati (Light) - which is indestructible and
Chidripa (of the nature of Pure Consciousness) - because
_of the reason that to such a person alone there are no desires
and thereby when there is no Karma too, there is no cause
for his going anywhere ; hence the vital forces in the form
of the senses like speech etc. do not leave him and depart.
Besides, though that Jiiani appears to be an embodied being,
he being Brahman (Absolute Reality) alone merges in
Brahman. Because of the reason that there do not exist
any Kamas (desires) whatsoever which bring about distinc-
tions of the form of Abrahmatwa (not being Brahman),
he being verily Brahman here itself merges in Brahman
and not after the fall of the physical body. For a Jiiani
there can never be two natures - one after his death, the
other while alive. Even so, because of the one exclusive
reason alone that there is no possibility whatsoever of
imagining the acquisition of another body for him, it has
been stated that he merges in Brahman.”’

In the above sentence the fact that the concept of
Videhamukti is merely a name-sake expression is clearly
brought out, and it is evident that it will loom large before
all the readers.
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Is It Possible for Ordinary People Like Us of the
Present Times to Attain the Fruit of Brahmavidya ?

There are instances of some doubting Thomases to
create a fear, an awe in the minds of Mumukshus (aspirants
of liberation, Beatitude) who are Astikas (believers in the
authority and authenticity of the scriptures) saying : ‘‘For
sages or seers of ancient times 4tmasd@shakaa (actuali-
sation, materialisation of Self-Knowledge) accrued, but
for the people of the modern times it will not possibly
accrue).”’ We will exemplify a Bhashya sentence to prove
that this above opinion of theirs is without any support
of reason :

(1) SfEER sdareR 9 SRR
FFRE A2 eI SRR,
Asfaepaadafgudaiaamieg ¥ wafa | 7 fe weEEy

FHRANRY @AY A ARy (TRY) WIRAY FROn
ferdwafgsea ar s 1 (Bri. Bha. 1-4-10).

Meaning : ‘““Even in these present times whosoever
he may be - if he gives up hankering after the external
objects and cognizes Atman alone in the manner - ‘I am
verily Brahman’ ; if he discards all the special attributes
which are conjured up by the delusory knowledge brought
about by the Bhranti (delusion) of Upadhis (adjuncts),
without being affected by the Vaanas (proclivities or
propensities) of the Samsa@adharmas (qualities of trans-
migratory life), without there being any interior or exterior
and cognizes that ‘I am the Absolute Brahman alone’ -
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he - since Asarvatwa (not being everything) caused by
Avidya disappears or is sublated - becomes all this indeed.
Whether in (sages of the past like) Vamadeva etc. who
were Mahavirya (of a great, high calibre) or in mere
(mortal) human beings of the present times who are
(supposed to be) Hmavaya (of inferior calibre), Brahman
does not exist with any distinctions or differences of
degree ; nor Its cognition (i.e. Intuitive experience) exists
with distinctions of degree.”’

It amounts to saying that Shri Sarikara has vociferously,
stridently declared that - ‘‘Jiiana destroys, totally removes
Ajiiana ; as also Sarvatmabhava which is Its (Jiiana’s)
fruit accrues without fail to the fit, qualified Jijiasus even
in these modern times.”’

IV. The Judgment Evolving out of
Deliberation on Vidyia and Avidya

To recollect here briefly the tenets that are established
by means of the sentences that we have exemplified so
far will be helpful for the discussion that will be undertaken
henceforth. So far we have determined by means of Shri
Sankara’s Bhashya sentences only this much : The Swariipa,
Ashraya, Vishaya, Hetu, Karya of both Vidya and Avidya,
However, we have not depicted any Anubhava (Intuitive
experience) whatsoever in answer to questions like : How
does Avidya get destroyed by Vidya ? From that how does
the Paramapurushartha accrue to us ? In the next part of
this treatise we will undertake that task. For the time being,
we have shown convincingly the facts that : (a) Milavidya-
vada is not acceptable to Shri Sankara - the Bhashyakara ;
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(b) in truth, that doctrinaire theory is opposed to the
methodology which is accepted and adopted by the
Bhashyakara.

For the benefit of the readers we will briefly mention
below the quintessence of the previous portions of the
treatise. Even though we have given one Bhashya sentence
alone for each of the various topics as examples, it should
be reckoned that there exist many such sentences with the
same purport in and through Shri Sankara’s Prasthanatraya
Bhashyas, and in Shri Sure§waracharya’s ‘Naishkarmyasiddhi’
and ‘Brihadaranyaka Vartika’.

(i) Avidya means not to have cognized our Atman
or Self in the proper Swar#pa (essential nature) ; cognizing
It in a doubtful manner ; or cognizing It wrongly, falsely.
Vidya means to cognize Atman properly as He exists in
His essential nature.

Apart from the three categories of : (a) JAamabhava
(absence or lack of Jiana) ; (b) Samshaya (doubting) ;
(c) Mithygriana (misconception), a totally different Avidya
which is the root cause for all these three categories called
‘Miilajiiana’ or ‘Milavidya’, Shri Sankara has not indicated
or referred to anywhere in his extant (original) Bhashyas.
He has called Avydkrita (unmanifested) Nanaripas (names
end forms) by various names like Maya, Prakriti, Bija but
not that - ‘They themselves are Avidya’ - anywhere in
his Bhashyas. In fact, he has affirmed, vociferously too,
that they are themselves ‘Avidya Kalpita’ (conjured up or
projected by ignorance). It is also to be seen here and there
that he has stated Maya in the sense of it being a projection
or effect of Avidya, and has used adjectives for Maya like
‘Avidyatmaka’, ‘Avidyakrita’, ‘Avidya’. But in a chapter
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devoted to delineating Avidya his having stated Avidya
to be Adhya&akarapa (cause for misconception) which is
Sadasadvilakshapa (totally different from reality and un-
reality) and which is Anirvachansya (indescribable, inde-
finable) is not to be seen anywhere.

(ii) Shri Sankara has not raised anywhere in his
Bhashyas the question of the type - ‘‘What is the Upadana-
karana (material cause) for Avidya ?°’ To the question -
“Why does Adhyasa occur ?’’ he has given a simple
answer : ‘“‘Because of the absence of Atmajiiana.”’

The endeavour of the proponents of Miilavidyavada
to show or prove that Mulavidya is the Upadanakarana
for Adhyasa is totally opposed to the Vedanta Siddhanta
as accepted and adopted in the Bhashyas. For, to imagine
that Shri Sankara, who has undertaken to teach that the
Sruti (scriptures, Upanishadic lore) does not propound
Srishfi (creation) as Paramatha (absolutely real), has
accepted the Ka@ya-Karana-Bhava (the categories of cause
and effect) and has endeavoured to propound an Upadana
for Adhyasa also is ridiculous indeed.

(iii) By virtue of reckoning in the manner - *‘I am
an ignorant person’’, ‘‘I do not know myself’’ - neither
is it established that Atman is the Ashraya (substratum)
for Avidya nor He is Vishaya (object) for it. Although
the common run of people have reckoned in that manner
in their workaday transactions, the Absolute Truth is :
““Vidya (knowledge) and Avidya (ignorance) that are as-
sociated with the abundant mass of objects canmot possibly
be the Dharma (qualities or attributes) of Atman’’ ; this
truth has been reiterated throughout his Bhashyas by Shri
Sankara,
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Because of the reason that when observed from the
Vyavaharadrishsi (empirical viewpoint) Vidya and Avidya
appear to occur in our Antahkarana (Mind), both of them
are verily the Dharmas (attributes) of the Antahkarana ;
the Bhashyakara has stressed this point also. He has not
signified anywhere in his Bhashyas ‘Miulavidya’ which,
without being related to the Antahkarana, has rested in
Absolute, Pure Atman and has objectified that Absolute
Atman.

(iv) Brahmavidya destroys, drives away Avidya com-
pletely ; along with Vidya, Avidya also coexists - this
teaching is false. Shri Sankara has not accepted anywhere
the tenet that - ‘“‘Even after Jiana has accrued, a little
Avidya remains.”’

(v) The doctrine that - ‘‘Even after cognizing, dis-
cerning the meaning of Vedanta Vakya, another Jiiana
called ‘Sakshatkara’ has to accrue ; for attaining it, per-
formance of JAiamabhyasa (repetition of Jfiana) or acquiring
Samadhi (trance) are necessary’’ - is opposed to Vedanta
philosophy. Shri Sankara has refuted in unequivocal terms
the theory that - ‘‘Even after the Vakyajiana accrues, there
is a Sadhana (spiritual discipline) which has to be practised
constantly’’ as also the doctrinaire theory that - ‘‘Brahman
has to be cognized by a Pramana (valid means) different
from Vakyajiiana.’’ |

(vi) Moksha accrues at the very instant or moment
of attainment of Jiiana ; to believe that for that sake the
body should fall off is wrong. Because of the reason that
Mgdksha is verily our Atmaswaripa, merely by means of
Jiana, even in the present times it accrues, without fail,
to the fit, qualified persons.
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It is to be found that Shri Sankara has written that
by means of Nididhyasana one should attain Paramatma-
sakshatkara. But he has not stated anywhere that - ‘“‘After
the Jiana of the meaning of the Vakya there is a need
of practising either Nididhyasana or any other Sadhana’’ ;
but, he has repeatedly proclaimed that - ‘“Vakyartha Jfiana
alone is sufficient.”’

The doctrine of some Vedantins who aver that -
‘““Videhamukti alone is the genuine, prime Mukti’’ - is
opposed to the opinion of Shri Sankara. It has been stressed
in the Bhashyas that at the very moment of Jiiana accruing
and while one is alive only Mukti is attained.

The Anubhava (Intuitive Experience) of
Advitiyatman (Non-dual Self)

The most important difference that exists between the
Vedantic methodology adopted by Shri Sankaracharya
and the various methodologies followed by the rest of the
commentators is : All the rest of the commentators have
believed Srutivachana (the sentences of the Upanishads)
to be Pramapa (authoritative sources) and merely on the
support and strength of the Sruti sentences they have
formulated the systematisation of Bandha-Moksha (bondage
‘and liberation). But this great teacher (i.e. Shri Sankara)
especially has affirmed that - ‘‘Just like the rest of the
Pramanas (valid means of knowledge), Sruti also is a
Pramana and hence the meaning it signifies should
necessarily be in consonance with Anubhava (universal
Intuitive experience) alone, and if the Sruti Vaya
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(Upanishadic sentence) is opposed or contradictory to
Anubhava or Yukti (logical device) in consonance with
Anubhava, then that Sruti Vakya can never be a Pramana
at all.”* This truth he has clearly emphasized.

The Manner in Which Ktmajﬁina
Accrues by Means of Sastra

(a) 7 fe ety Wi sfRwwE A sEemmagifn 1)
(Gita Bha. 18-66).

Meaning : ‘““Even if a hundred Srutis say that fire
is cold and not shining, they cannot acquire any validity.”’

(b) Fu fe W 1 Rt f&afa:
(Bri. Bha. 1-4-10).

Meaning : ‘“‘Sastra merely reminds but it does not
create or bring into existence anything non-existing - this
truth is familiar.”’

(c) IS & TGS SERUHEad e WHog-

Ho: wfauea, T aEqardaeEad 1|
(Gita Bha. 2-18).

Meaning : “‘Sastra is the final valid means of
knowledge ; it is called or designated as Pramana because
of the exclusive reason of it removing or sublating the
Adhyasa (misconception, wrong knowledge) of Dharmas
(attributes, qualities) which are not belonging to or
associated with Atman, and not because it signifies Atman
who was not known or cognized earlier.”’

From the above sentences it becomes quite evident
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that - (a) That which is opposed to Anubhava can never
be a Satra (scientific, rational treatise) ; (b) because of
the reason that the non-dualism of Atman is Nityasiddha
(eternally established), the task of the Satra Upadesha
(scriptural instruction) is to help remove Avidya of the
form or nature of Adhyasa so that the non-dualism of
Atman is experienced (Intuitively experienced) by us.

The Pram:'u,n (Valid Proof) to Say That Ktman
is Advitya (Non-dual)

If it is said - ‘Atman is Advitiya’ - it means that
apart from Him there does not exist any world of duality
or diversity whatsoever. ‘‘How at all can we say or assert
that the world that appears before us does not exist ?
How at all can we know that even when the world of
duality does not exist Atman-exists ?”’ - to these questions
the answers given by Shri Sankara are the following :

(i) Y T AFAEAHI T TEAM] oAk} uiea,
faducas TEd 3 ? ISHG - FEeuravnsfy gakas-
HfaREEEE eaefas Sdarifefasfcianeag | wd=1-
FfERoREeTE daaq | T SAfwadifa 91 T |
FIARTIIAAE N

(Mandiikkya Bha. 7, Bha. portion. 41)

Meaning : ““If it is asked : ‘Even though qualities
like internal cognition or introspection etc. are seen in
Atman, merely by the statement that they do not exist -
just as the snake etc. (appearing) in the rope - how at
all can we cognize that they (qualities) do not exist in
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Atman ?° - we answer : ‘Although Atman is always
(eternally) of the essential nature of Chaitanya (Pure
Consciousness), because of the reason that they (i.e. those
qualities like internal cognition etc.) do not exist - one
in the place of another - they are invariably unreal, just
like the distinctions or differences like a snake, a streak
of water etc., which are imagined in a rope etc. Because
of the reason that the Chaitanyaripa (the essential nature
of Pure Consciousness) especially does not change
whatsoever anywhere, It is real. If it is asked : ‘In deep
sleep even that Pure Consciousness disappears, is it not ?’
- we answer : ‘No ; for, even deep sleep is being
experienced’.”’ | :

(i) FETTER TS T TRISTTASTAANAT | T
TSN M ARRTERI STrTaEy, | §9de o

AISAUREN STl HIRTHIsa9eay, TIoaw sal-
AT FAGRUIART Hemeafad: e Adraes: |
Sutra Bha. 2-1-6 ; Bha. Portion. 418).

Meaning : ‘‘Here that logic alone which is approved
(permitted) by Sruti (Upanishad) is resorted to (used) as
being subordinate or subservient to Anubhava (Intuitive
experience). Because of the reason that both dream and
waking leave each other (i.e. they can never coexist or
be coeval), Atman does not have the qualities of these
two ; because of the reason that in Sushupti (deep sleep)
leaving the world of duality (Atman) merges in His
Sadripa (essential nature of Pure Being), to determine
that (Atman) is verily Brahmaswaripa (of the essential
nature of the Ultimate, Absolute Reality) devoid of any
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Praparcha (world of diversity) ; because of the reason
that this Prapaiicha is born from Brahman alone, by
virtue of the Yukti (logical device) that - ‘The effect is
not different-from the cause’ - to determine that Prapaiicha
is not different from Brahman - (logic of this variety
alone is called by the word ‘Manana’ here).”’

In the above sentences it is pointed out that :
‘“‘Reckoning (holistically) both the states of dream and
waking along with the entire worlds that appear within
them as objects, when we carry out our (Intuitive)
deliberations, we notice it in our experience that the
waking does not exist in the dream and vice versa.’’
Because of the reason that in the deep sleep neither
dream and waking nor the world that appears within them
exist, and since Atman, of the essential nature of Chaitanya,
who illumines even the Prapasichabhava (non-existence
of the world of duality) exists alone, it has been
demonstrated (convincingly) that Atman is Advitsya (non-
dual). The following sentence fully supports this conclusion
(It has been fully and convincingly proved in a Sanskrit
treatise entitled ‘Sankara Hridaya’ published by Adhyatma
Prakasha Karyalaya, Holenarsipur, Hassan Dist., 573211 -
Karnataka, that the methodology of Avasthatraya is one
of the most powerful, efficacious devices taught to the
seekers to Intuit the Advitiya Atmaswaripa as also it is
the mainstay for the system of Intuitive deliberation as
expounded by Shri Sankara in his extant Bhashyas. In
many editorial articles also in the past, this methodology
had been explained in full details in the monthly magazine
published by the Karyalaya viz. ‘Adhyatma Prakasha’.] :-

(iii) 33 fe wgufon @ yomen sigefeaia
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T=: W | 74 ¥ |fq Agatata giapar R T =g
(Mandiikya Bha. 3) Bha. Portion. 12.

Meaning : ‘‘(The entire universe has to be assumed,
reckoned to be tagged on to Atman of the respective
state). If it is not done so, it amounts to having cognized
Atman constricted by or confined to the limitations of our
bodies alone, just as the followers of other schools of
Philosophy like Sankhya, (Yoga) etc. Then the salient
feature of ‘Advaita’ (non-dualism) as propounded in the
Upanishads will be lost sight of.”’

In the opinion of the Miulavidyavadins there is no
scope or possibility of establishing Advaita ; for, it is
their spiritual teaching that in Sushupti too the Prapaiicha
invariably exists in the form of Milavidya alone. Hence,
it amounts to saying that in their philosophy to affirm the
truth that - ‘‘Atman is Nishprapasicha (devoid of a world
of duality)’” - there is no Pramapa (valid means of
proof). For the above sentences too their teachings are
opposed indeed.

Atraan Attains Brahmaswariipa Alone in Deep Sleep

If one has to discern and be convinced about the
truth that Atman is Advitiya, he has to per force cognize
the truth that in Sushupti neither any Prapasicha (world
of duality or diversity) nor any Jwvatwa (soulhood, ‘I’ -
‘notion, egoism) exists therein. If one Intuitively deliberates
upon or ratiocinates about the experience of deep sleep,
then, it becomes evident, clear that therein we exist as
‘Shuddha Chaitanyaswaripa’ (the essential nature of Pure
or Absolute Consciousness). With regard to this teaching
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the following Bhashya sentences will fully support or
substantiate it :

(2) SRUTEIRATE SET ... GyTEaE TEafrsRafad

TRigETe faRfamad = wiersy @ wonfafsre 1o
(Stutra Bha. 1-3-20 ; Bha. Portion. 270).

Meaning : ‘“The Jiva (soul) who is called ‘Samprasada’

- reaches or becomes one with Parabrahma (the Supreme
Absolute Reality) called ‘Akasha’ which is of the nature
of Paramaprakazha (Supreme brilliance or resplendence)
in the deep sleep state and giving up the awareness of

special attributes or features, he attains his own essential
nature.’’

(b) & g sy gfAwmfdasfogam: | 3
faTm TAeRiE Sia FRIEETaRY, WS SHag’-

fepaEERY 9 | T giaw @y 1 (Sitra Bha. 3-
2-7 ; Bha. Portion. 267).

Meaning : ‘““We say that - ‘Brahman is always
unfailingly the abode of deep sleep of the Jiva.’ If this
truth is cognized or realized, the benefit of determining
the truth that - ‘Jiva is verily Brahman’ - accrues, as also
the (additional) benefit of determining the truth that - ‘In
him the empirical dealings of waking and dream do not
exist’ - accrues.’’

(c) “Hfqeremta: dareg: @3% w@ @@= 3fa F
i wofd ... gI9 @ @& QEaey Staea fafnfs
TfIaiE ...." (Chha. Bha. 6-8-1; Bhi. Portion. 495).
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Meaning : ‘‘Because of the reason that in the dream
Avidya-Kama-Karma which are the cause for Samsara
invariably exist, Jiva cannot be said to have become one
with his Swaripa ; (Uddalaka) has stated this sentence
with a view to showing the truth that - ‘In deep sleep
alone (Jiva), having disbanded himself of Jivatwa, attains:

2 9

his Devatar#pa (divine essence of Pure Being)’.
(d) TS @Wvifas W A GaEaRgHiar add

WY& 3 1| (Bri. Bha. 2-1-19 ; Bha. Portion. 30).

Meaning : “‘In this manner in deep sleep he has
transcended all the Samsaradharmas in his essential nature
of the Self which is quite natural.’’

Not only these above-mentioned sentences are in
consonance with Srutis but also they are in full agreement
with Anubhava (universal Intuitive experience). It is in
everyone’s experience that in Sushupti there do not exist
any adjuncts whatsoever ; therefore, there is no objection
or obstacle whatsoever to say (conclude) that therein the
Jiva has attained the essential nature of the non-dual
Brahman alone. Even so, the Milavidyavadins are declaring
that in that state too (i.e. deep sleep) due to a beginningless
Milavidya there exists a beginningless division of Jiva-
Brahma (Vivarana-67) - quite contrary to Anubhava, Bha-
shya (of Shri Sankara) and Sruti (Upanishads). If this is
not vain pride in, or affinity towards, one’s own theory,
what else is it ?

Does Avidya Exist in Sushupti ?

We have quoted several Bhashya sentences, which
clearly state that - ““In Sushupti a Jiva exists in his
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Swarlipa and is verily Brahman’’ - and which are in
consonance with Srutis. From this alone it amounts to
saying that in Sushupti there does not exist therein even
Avidya which is the cause for the division or distinction
of Jiva and Brahman. Even if we bring to our mind the
experience of deep sleep also, it becomes very clear that
therein there does not occur any experience whatsoever of
Avidya to us. For, because of the reason that Adhy&a
(misconception) itself is Avidya as also it is a quality or
special attribute of the Antahkarama (Mind), in Sushupti
which is devoid of any Mind there is no room or possibility
whatsoever for the existence of Avidya, of the nature of
Mithygriana (misconception) therein. In this regard the
following Bhashya sentences too will substantiate this
teaching :

(i) T ¥ e aEaEiaRey gyfaaHEey
FYEAHPATEY ST | TN A @ GaRys
T g wa:

(Gita Bha. 18-66 ; Bha. Portion 1142).

Meaning : ‘“‘In (states like) Sushupti, Samadhi etc.
wherein the delusion of the type of - ‘I am verily the
body, the senses etc.” - has been cut asunder, the unwanted
disasters like Kartrutwa (‘I’ notion, doership) and Bho-
ktrutwa (enjoyership) etc. are not seen. Therefore, for this
Samsarabhranti (delusion of transmigratory existence) a
Bhrantipratyaya (a delusory concept) alone is the cause
(or responsible) but not that Samsarabhranti is absolutely
real.”’

(i) Cafe s sfaaemsdta-antT it wfy
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waf= | Ay IEeREsI I AR e
W wafd 1
(Prashna Bha. 4-7 ; Bha. Portion 69).

Meaning : ‘‘During the time of this (Sushupti) the.
Karyakaranas (the body, the senses) brought about by
Avidya-Kama-Karma disappear. When they become non-
existent, the Atmaswariipa which was appearing differently
due to (Its apparent association with) Upadhis (adjuncts)
is rendered to be Advaya (non-dual), one and one alone,
Shivaswaripa (of the very essence of auspiciousness),
Shanta (quiescent).”’

(iii) 3o AsE watmwE! WE faawe SrawRs-
A, ¥ waaa fafewan afaasmeitn 7 1@< 1)
(Bri. Bha. 4-3-21 ; Bha. Portion 213).
Meaning : ‘‘Now, about the Moksha, of the nature
of all-pervading entity and the fruit of Vidya - Its essential
nature of Liberation is being depicted perceptually as
devoid of Kriyakarakaphala. Therein Avidya-Kama-Karma
do not exist.”’

(iv) 37 Saoay - “Afqeremstifatwae 9y,
FEIQ A oI Wewww:” g 1

(Bri. Bha. 4-3-22 ; Bha. Portion 216).

Meaning : ““That Atmartipa which is seen directly

(Pratyakshataha) in Sushupti - to say that - ‘That (essential

nature of Self, Pure Being) Itself is devoid of Avidya-

Kama-Karma’ - is what is relevant here in the present
context.”’
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All the above-mentioned sentences proclaim without
giving any scope for any doubt whatsoever, and quite
clearly too, that in Sushupti there does not exist Avidya.
But the proponents of Miulavidyavada are of the deep-
seated opinion that - ‘‘All such sentences mention about
the Abhava (absence) of Kayavidya (i.e. the resultant,
effectual ignorance) meaning Adhyasa (misconception) and
not Milavidya which is K@anavidya (1.e. causal igno-
rance).”’ But what is the authoritative source or support
for this conclusion ? Has Shri Sankaracharya at some
place or the other in his Bhashyas mentioned (pointedly
or clearly) about Mulavidya which is the cause for
Adhyasa ? - to these questions these disputants can never
give a satisfactory, convincing answer at all. Shri Sankara
has not stated anywhere that - “‘In Sushupti there exists
Karanavidya, but Karyavidya does not exist therein.’’ If
he had stated so, then for his express statement - “‘Jiva
attains Brahmaswariipa alone in Sushupti’’ - would have
been rendered meaningless.

Which is That Avidya Which Shri Saikara has
Accepted to Exist in Sushupti ?

At certain places in the Bhashyas it is to be seen that
certain statements also are being made to the effect - ““In
Sushupti there exists Avidya’’ - from the Vyavaharadrishd
(empirical viewpoint). Now let us try to discern as to
which Avidya is mentioned in those contexts from Shri
Sankara’s statements themselves :

(a) TEUEITHLTUEINS| sisTwmeraarsi dt ggret
fagdest o3 Wdafasy | weRg dovEde 95 |
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AamfaareeEmy fE dis W e 1| (Mandikya Karika
Bha. 1-11 ; Bha. Portion 45).

Meaning : ‘“We have accepted that what has been
mentioned later on, viz. Vishwa and Taijasa - both of
them - are bound being associated or endowed with
categories like Bzja (cause) and Phala (effect) - of the
type - ‘Tattwagrahana’ (not having grasped, comprehended
the Reality) and ‘AnyathZgrahana’ (grasping or compre-
hending It in a different, mistaken manner), respectively.
But Prajiia is bound by Bjabhava (the category of cause)
alone. For, the singular reason of ‘not (Intuitively) Knowing
the Tattwa or Reality’ is the cause for being Prajfia.’”’

(b) EQISTEUHEfTenRarata =g | 7 | @i |
worey T amtafsran | wdeEn | fafsean 7 oy, -

@ | 7 fe FREwng agAee | qafeRE: SREN:,
ferdee faforan | smrcaeTee et fadi: | afis T e

WET, TOF a9 | ISV 7 TATH, SR STHTEN
T @Hfashaeaea gy fa9e: 1|
(Tai. Bha. 2-8 ; Bha. Portion 216).

Meaning : ““If it is asked - ‘Not knowing in deep
sleep is also an effect of (i.e. is brought about by) Avidya
alone, is it not 7’ - we answer : ‘Not so ; for, it is but
natural. For a Vastu (an entity), not undergoing change
or transformation is its Swabhava (essential nature of
Being) ; for, there is no need of another thing for it ;
undergoing change is not Swabhava ; for, another thing
is needed for that purpose. For the Swabhava of a Vastu,
no Karaka (agent of action) whatsoever is needed ; for
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an existent Vastu, if any particular mutation, change has
to occur, then a Karaka is needed. Vishesha (special
attribute or feature) means verily change, transformation ;
the special feature of both the waking and the dream is
seeing a second thing. Without desiderating another thing,
that phenomenon which is the Swaripa (essential nature
of Being) of a particular thing - that alone is its Tattwa
(reality) ; that thing which is formulated (comes into
being) desiderating (the aid or help of ) another thing -
that is not its Tattwa. For, if that other phenomenon
becomes extinct or disappears, it also disappears. Therefore,
because of the reason that in Sushupti the fact of not
knowing is Swabhavika (natural), it is not Vishesha (a
special feature, mutation).’’

In both the above two sentences Agrahanza has been
accepted to exist in Sushupti. ‘Agrahana’ means ‘not
-cognizing’ - this is the common meaning adduced to it.
But, the Miulavidyavadins are asserting that the word
‘Agrahana’ signifies here in this ¢ontext ‘Milavidya’ ; for
this assertion there is no Pramana (valjd evidence) whatso-
ever. In the first instance of Mandukya Karika, to interpret
the word ‘Agrahana’ to mean Milavidya there is no
indication whatsoever ; because of the reason that in the
Bhashyas there is no taint or trace whatsoever of Miilavidya,
it is not possible to interpret it in that manner. Here the
word ‘Bija’ is used ; for it the common meaning of
Karana (cause) alone is to be taken and not. the (far-
fetched, distorted) meaning of Upa&iama Karanra (material
cause) ; thus, in that manner, the Bhashyakara has not
stated anywhere that Agrahana is the material cause for
Anyathagrahana. Now, the second sentence is from Taittiriya
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Bhashya. Therein also Shri Sankara has used the word
‘Agrahana’ in the sense of not seeing, perceiving Dvaita
(duality) but not with the meaning of Miilavidya ; besides,
to say that this latter meaning has been used there is no
clue available at all. If the preceding sentence is examined,
here in this context the fact that the word ‘Agrahana’
means ‘not cognizing’, ‘not perceiving Dvaita or duality’
alone becomes crystal clear indeed. For, that preceding
sentence runs like this :

(c) IR FMfaengae faedr sasgacera: | afs
e STt R ST 7 TR | 34 T TR
3 A1 T | GAEIEAERIEO | GYR SUEUTaGatant
A | T | IR | YIRE EEERaE T8I Sedard
| | T 1 SAfTETF AT al: | ageaug

A qendd | Sfaemaas wEn

(Tai. Bha. 2-8 ; Bha. Portion. 215-216).

Meaning : ‘‘If the second entity is rendered to be
Avidydkalpita (imagined due to ignorance), then it may be
possible to know that thing to be an Avastu (non-entity)
by means of Vidya (knowledge). The existence of a
second moon, which appears to a person afflicted by the
disease of cataract (of the eye), is verily that which is not
appearing to the person not afflicted by the disease of
cataract. But if it is asked : ‘In this manner Dvaita is not
found to be imperceptible or unseen at any time, is it
not ?° - the answer is : Because of the reason it (i.e.
Dvaita) is not seen in Sushupti and Samaihi (Yogic
trance), to say that it is never unseen at all is not proper.



82 The Pristine Pure Advaita Philosophy

The phenomenon of invisibility in Sushupti may be
analogous to an entity not being seen by a person who
is engrossed in or attached to another thing, is it not ?
The answer to this question is : Not so ; for, in Sushupti
nothing whatsoever is seen. If it is said that - ‘Because
of the reason that in the waking and the dream another
thing appears, Dvaita is verily Satya (real)’ - (we say
that) it should not be concluded like that. For, both
waking and dream are Avidyakrita (caused by, projected
by ignorance); the phenomenon of a second thing being
visible in both the waking and the dream is (itself)
Avidyakrita ; for, when Avidya disappears it also disappears
(becomes non-existent).’’

There is no doubt whatsoever about the fact that this
sentence has the prime purport of signifying that
Dvaitagrahana (perception or comprehension of duality)
is Avidyakrita and thereby concluding that in Sushupti
and Samadhi (Yogic trance) which are devoid of Avidya
there is invariably no Dvaitagrahara (comprehension of
duality). Therefore, here ‘Agrahana’ means ‘not cognizing
duality’ alone and nothing else whatsoever. Here especially
there 1s no reference to, nor any relevance of, Milavidya
at all..

(d) W T FATfaTE: @IS S0 T HONCAHE-
TS a1 dfgadi Jarifa SeaeraiRg 1 SFwdfa 2
A | FUETRRIH, | THERARR: ... TR T HRUI-
A qEae Wgueafusr sfedgey | o wfem:
It wiafas! wafa g1 wddeeadara wafa | v
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RS EIRISRT Far ferdfammmgsia: 2 1

(Bri. Bha. 4-3-21 ; Bha. Portion 214).

Meaning : “‘If it is asked : ‘Had it been true that
that Atman is not destroyed in this Sushupti and remains
(exists) in His own essential nature, then why is it that
He neither does cognize Himself in the manner - ‘I am
such and such a person’ nor the external creatures, just
like in the waking and the dream, in the manner - ‘Oh,
these are such and such creatures - ?° - we give an
answer : Listen to the reason (cause) here for not cognizing
(AjAana Hetum) ? (In fact) being (existing as) one and
one alone (i.e. non-dual) is the cause for not cogni-
zing........ Avidya itself, which projects or conjures up
anything other than Atman, is the cause for the phenomenon
of diversity or variety ; when one gets freed from that
Avidya, then he becomes one with everything indeed.
Because of this reason, since the division or distinction
of the cognizer and the cognized object etc. becomes non-
existent, how at all is it possible for the distinctive
knowledge or cognition of the type - ‘This is such and
such a thing’ - to arise ?”’

Here it is accepted that in Sushupti, Ajiiana of the
type of ‘not cognizing’ exists. It is also clarified that for
this ‘Sarvaikatwa’ (everything becoming one and the same)
is the cause. The fact that here in this context there is
not an iota of scope for Miilavidya becomes crystal clear.
For, in answer to the question - ‘“Why don’t we have any
cognition in deep sleep ?°’ - the Milavidyavadins say :
““In our waking we do not get any memory, whatsoever
of the type - ‘In Sushupti I did not cognize’ ; we
invariably remember that we got the experience of Mila-
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jiana (or Milavidya) which is the opposite of Jiidna
(knowledge). We determine about Jianabhava (absence of
knowledge) by using the Arthgpattipramana (valid means
or proof of inferential logic) of the type that - ‘If there
were any knowledge in Sushupti, then the memory of this
Ajricna Anubhava (experience of ignorance) cannot be
tenable, possible and hence - therein Jiiana did not exist’.”’
- (Vivarana 46). According to this school of philosophy,
does it not amount to saying that - ‘‘In Sushupti what
we reckon as that we did not know (cognize) anything
is the memory of Bhavavidya (a substantive entity called
Avidya or ignorance) ; by virtue of that memory we get
the determinative knowledge of that J#anabhava (absence
of Jiiana or Knowledge, i.e. Consciousness)’’ - ? If it
were true that this doctrine was acceptable to Shri Sarkara,
then he would have affirmed that - ‘‘Because of the
reason alone that in Sushupti there exists Miilavidya we
do not get any cognition of anything whatsoever’ ;
instead of that, here in this context Shri Sankara has
specifically stated that - ‘““In Sushupti because of the
reasons that - (a) Atman becomes Advitiya (non-dual) ;
(b) Avidya which is the cause for Nan@wa (manifoldness,
variety) is absent therein - we do not cognize anything
whatsoever therein’’ ; this fact clarifies that this above
doctrine (i.e.: of Milavidya) is not acceptable to Shri
Sankara ; not only that, this doctrine is totally opposed
to his teaching also ; for, this doctrinaire theory refutes
‘Brahmamaikya’ (unity or oneness of Brahman and Atman)
which the Bhashyakara has proclaimed unequivocally to
be existent in Sushupti. Because of the reason that no
person says or opines that the memory (to the effect) -
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‘T experienced Miilavidya in Sushupti’ - accrues on waking
- this tenet may be declared as one totally opposed to
universal experience.

(c) Frdefagmioer e aacgyw 7 wiafgirad | @

AfHrAEaeEHamE ST oy ||
(Sutra Bha. 3-2-7 ; Bha. Por. 266)

Meaning : ‘““When there is no distinctive cognition or
knowledge in Sushupti there does not exist any other
special feature whatsoever. Because of the reason that
therein one has indeed become merged with Sadripa
Brahma (the Ultimate  Reality of the essential nature of
Pure Existence), it is quite reasonable to say that he does
not cognize (anything)....”’

Here the readers should keep in mind that Shri
Sankara has affirmed that Sushupti means distinctive
knowledge (Vishesha Vijiana) becoming non-existent
(disappearing) alone ; he has not at all opined or affirmed
that that is an Avastha (state) in which Miulavidya exists
- as the present-day Vedantins assert (Vivarana 44). Here
too Shri Sankara has stressed that in Sushupti there does
not exist any Vishesha (special feature, attribute) whatsoever.
But, especially the present-day Vedantins are asserting,
totally opposed to Anubhava, that - ‘‘In Sushupti due to
an association or relationship with Avidya, Chaitanya
begets, to some extent, Vikalpa Vyavahara Vishayatwa
(baving an objectivity due to an empirical transaction of
misconception)’’ - (Vivarana 66). Here too as stated in
the previous sentence, Shri Sankara has quite stridently
stressed that - “‘Jiva becomes one with Brahman in
Sushupti, and for that reason alone he (i.e. Jiva) does not
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have the cognition of anything whatsoever.”’

(f) I FarE 7 Jaa= 3f, T gde wersfufea: |
U@ WF - “Thevahs W vt | 7 ff el
ArdfaersfafaeE, 7 1 aafedgua isagye ga@wlq”

¥
(Sutra Bha. 2-3-18 ; Bha. Portion 124).

Meaning : ‘““The opponent had said that for those
who are in deep sleep etc. there is no power or capacity
of cognizing, is it not ? To this question (doubt), the
Sruti itself gives a Samadhana (consolatory answer)
pertaining to the sleeping person of the type - ‘‘He is not
able to perceive therein, is it not ? Therein (i.e. in
Sushupti) being endowed with the capacity of perceiving
alone He (i.e. Sakshi Chaitanya or Atman) does not
perceive (cognize) anything. (In truth) for the perception
of a perceiver there is no loss or lapse whatsoever ; for,
It is devoid of destruction. But, apart from Him there
does not exist a second thing or entity ; if it were so,
it (i.e. the second thing) could have been seen’ - etc.”’

In this statement it has been taught that - ‘‘Because
of the reason that 4tman's Jiaa (Knowledge i.e. Intuition
or Pure Consciousness of the Self) is His-very Swarlipa,
there is no possibility whatsoever of It being destroyed .;
therefore, in Sushupti also It is not destroyed. Hence,
because of the reason that the phenomenon of Jieya
(known object) is not at all existing apart from Atman in
Sushupti, there is no cognition.”” Thus it has been taught
that - “‘In Sushupti there is Aikya (unity or merger) of
Jraam (cognizer, knower) and JAeya (cognized object).”’
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Here also it amounts to saying in clear terms that -
‘Because of the reason of Ekatwa (unitary existence, non-
duality) alone of Atman, who is Chaitanya (of the essence
of Pure Consciousness),in Sushupti there is no distinctive
knowledge accruing.”’ It also serves to clarify that - ‘The
Avidya that exists in Sushupti’ - means verily this distin-
ctive knowledge not being there, but not Miilavidya.

The Purport Behind Teaching Unity (Merger)
in Sushupti

Those people who teach that - ‘‘In Sushupti, Jiva
attains unity or merger in Brahman’’ - do not at all
entertain any opinion that there in deep sleep alone unity
(of the two) exists (and nowhere else, i.e. in waking and
dream). If we deeply examine and observe that state of
Consciousness, this unity (or being one with Brahman i.e.
the Intuitive experience of the non-duality of Atman or
Brahman) is instantly reckoned, discerned.; this alone is
their intended opinion.

(i) TSR R Teur afgRreE star
Irfd | AETEAITATE: W e IearsEiata | 9
INUEARR Fraraera I agharaRurarEn, @A Sl
Tafd “W@ gl wafa” $g=ad 1| (S, Bha. 1-1-9 Bha.
Portion 85).

Meaning : “By virtue of a relationship with the
respective Upadhis (adjuncts) called Manovrittis (mental
concepts) cognizing the objects of the senses and acquiring
the respective special features, the Jiva remains awake.
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Endowed or associated with the V&anas (latent impressions)
of those special features, one who sees the Svapna (dream)
earns the name of ‘Manas’. When he becomes devoid or
divulged of these two kinds of Upadhis, he becomes
submerged, as it were, in his own Atman alone ; for
this reason it has been stated that - ‘He merges in
Himself* -*’.

Here we should keep in mind as to how the
Bha&hyakara (i.e. Shri Sankara) has described the three
states, viz., ‘Associated with adjuncts like the mind and
the senses is the waking ; associated with the adjunct of
the Vasanas of the mind is the dream ; and divested of
both these Upadhis is Sushupti or a state devoid of the
special attribute of any Upadhi.’ But he has not stated
anywhere in hig Bhashyas - like the present-day Vedantins
- about the three Upadhis of the type - ‘In Sushupti the
Upadhi of Milavidya ; in Svapna the Upadhi of Antah-
karana (or Mind) ; in Jagrat the Upadhi of the body
associated with Antahkarana.’ Although Shri Sankara has
stressed here that - ‘In Sushupti, Jiva becomes merged
(Laya), as it were, in his Atman ; for this, the reason is
the non-existence of his two Upadhis alone’ - some make
an attempt to interpret the sentence by distorting its
meaning in the manner - ‘‘Atman (i.e. Jiva) does not
completely merge in Sushupti ; because of the reason that
he half merges, the Bhashyakara has stated that - Pralma
Iva’’. It need not be gainsaid here that this interpretation
is contradictory to the very essence, purport implicit in
the sentence. For, if we interpret the sentence according
to the Vydhyama (post-Sankaraites’ sub-commentary),
instead of merging in Atman, the undesirable plight or
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predicament of saying that he merges in Avidya will
entail us. The following sentence also supports our this
above opinion :

(i) 3T I 7 FIFISsaT TR GGy | EEq-
WAIAE | AR TR S Teh eI e e

TG IS @EINfadeqd || (Sitra Bha. 3-2-7 ; Bha.
Portion 266)

Meaning : ‘‘Apart from this, there is no moment of
‘time whatsoever when Jiva has not merged with Brahman ;
for, one’s own Swaripa (essential nature of Being) never
leaves, or departs from, oneself. But, assuming that due
to association with Upadhis in waking and dream it
appears as though another form is acquired - it is being
stated that in Sushupti because of the reason that the
Upadhis disappear, he attains his Swariipa.’’

Here there is no scope for even an iota of doubt.
Brahman is verily the Jiva’s Swartipa ; because of the
reason that he has reckoned (misconceived) the Upadhis
themselves to be himself, in the waking and the dream
he appears as though having acquired another form. When
compared with the forms of those states, in Sushupti the
Jiva appears as if he has attained his own Swariipa ; thus
Shri Sankara has analysed threadbare and clarified re-
peatedly. If it were true that in Sushupti there existed this
(concocted) Miilavidya, then how at all could Shri Sarikara
afford to articulate stridently that Jiva attains his own
Swarupa therein ?

Thus, because of the reason that Brahma-Swariipa
eternally exists, to cognize (realize) that one is verily of
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Brahmaswartpa is itself Moksha ; now it evolves that
with regard to the tenet that-"‘In order to cognize (Intuit)
in that manner the real cognition (Intuition) of Sushupti
will be of great help” - the Srutis have expounded that
- ‘““Therein Satsampatti (becoming one with Reality)
accrues’’ - is it not ? Unable to discern this secret, some
people have been erroneously believing that - *‘In Sushupti
there exists the Avaramashakti (the veiling power) of
Avidya ; Turiyavastha or Samadhi Avasthd alone is the
one Avastha in which Avidya totally disappears.”’ Although
there is no further need for stressing the truth that -
‘‘Brahmatmaswartipa is not confined to or restricted by
any one particular Avastha’’ - we will exemplify yet
another Bhashya sentence in support of that teaching :

(ii) T 9 EERvEsTEfaRy fagsfadaa st

Tob q9Y | Taa’ 3 TR favnafrareaea 1
(Sttra Bha. 2-1-14 ; Bha. Portion 435).

Meaning : “‘It is also not proper to say that this
phenomenon of the absence of empirical transactions is
confined to any particular Avastha ; for, the Brahmama-
bhava (the Intuitive experience of Brahman as Atman)
which is taught in the Sruti in the manner - ‘That Thou
Art’ - i1s not caused due to any particular Avastha
whatsoever.”’

Although the above sentence is sufficient to refute
the doctrine propounded by certain people, that - ‘‘Only
after the fall of the body the Pirpabrahmamabhava (the
complete or consummate Self-Realization) devoid of any
Vyavahara (empirical transactions) called ‘Videhamukti’
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accrues’’ - the following sentence is a stronger or more
powerful evidence to silence such disputants :

(iv) “7 fe Tmle’ s aeRadw g sfasdiad
g T | Taeava Rfvaae: Wi sE A v’
§fa ¥ CYiNeeNg ache ddaicied guigra 11" (Sitra
Bha. 3-3-32 ; Bha. Portion 381).

Meaning : ‘‘The sentence - ‘That Thou Art’ - cannot
possibly be interpreted in a distorted manner like - ‘Aftér
you die, you will become That’. The Sruti teaches that
at the very moment or instant of the dawning of Atmajfiana
its fruit also called ‘Sarv@matwa’ (the unity of everything,
in the Self) accrues, by virtue of the sentence - ‘When
the sage by name Vamadeva cognized this Tattwa (Reality),
at that very moment he cognized in the manner - ‘I am
verily Manu as also the Sun’. >’

Why is it that the Jiva Who Has Merged in Brahman in
Sushupti Wakes up Again ?

There is no reason to provide an answer exclusively
or especially for this question ; for, after it has been
determined with certainty or conviction the truth that
““The Jiva always (perennially) is of the essential nature
of Brahman (Atman)’’ - to say that He (Atman) acquires
the three states of waking, dream and deep sleep is itself
Aparamartha (unreal, false). Even so, if we observe from
the Vyavaharadrishti it appears as though in Sushupti
there exists Aikya (unity or non-duality) and in Svapna
and Jagrat distinctions exist. Although Jiva merges or
‘becomes one with Brahman in Sushupti, as long as he
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does not cognize (Intuit) his Brahmaswariipa he appears
as if he is existing distinct from Brahman. Therefore, it
has become quite necessary to clarify that merely on the
ground of his attaining Sushupti no Jiva (whosoever he
may be) can attain Mukti.

(i) TEEE PR S SR E e o ¥
Wuifg WraAfa 11 (Sitra Bha. 2-1-9 ; Bha. Poriton 424)

Meaning : ‘‘Just as the rope appears to be phenomena
like the snake etc., Paramatman appearing as if having (or
undergoing) the three Avasthas is mere Maya (illusion).”’

(ii) BISTHIHT TATAIAF SIS ®: | TRy -
T ARG S YEAIav AerefHreartay |
PP e At it
fro®TE 1| (Mandikya Bha. 7 ; Bha. Portion 37).

Meaning : ‘It was stated previously that this Atman
is endowed with four Pajas (footprints) which are having
forms both Paramatha (really real) and Aparamartha
(unreal, false), is it not ? So far, His Palatrayaripa
(forms of three footprints) - which are Aparamartha (unreal,
false), Avidyakrita (brought about by ignorance), similar
to the rope-snake etc. and which have assumed forms of
cause and effect like the seed and sprout - have been
explained. Now on, the Paramartharipa (the Absolutely
real, essential nature of Pure Being-Consciousness), devoid
of any category of cause, is being depicted through the
means of sublating, negating these three Avasthas which
are like the rope-snake.”’
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In these above statements it has been taught that the
phenomenon of Avastharaya’ (the three states of Conscious-
ness) itself is Aparamartha (false appearance, unreal) as
also that a form or nature devoid of Avasthas is verily
the real essential nature of Atman. Although Atman exists
(perennially) in the form of Chaitanya (Pure Consciousness),
because of the reason that the Avasthas are getting
separated, each leaving the other, An@man (not-Self),
which is of the form of Avasthas, is not Paramartha-
satya (the Absolute Reality beyond time-space-causation
categories) ; this has been previously indicated on the
valid authority of the Bhashya statements.

(iii) fagrfagie gUQ a=ft siTem qrsfaes
wileisudicg=aa 1l (Cha. Bha. 8-3-3 ; Bha. Por. 622).

Meaning : ‘‘Although both the knowing and the
unknowing persons merge in Sadbrahman (the Absolute
Reality of Pure Being) in Sushupti, only he who has
realized, cognized (the truth) that - ‘Paramatman exists in
one’s heart in (His Pure nature of) Atmaripa (essential
nature of Self)’ - attains Svargaloka (the region of Heaven)
i'n Sushupti everyday ; thus it has been taught in the
Sruti.”’

(iv) THRTHOH: TgUamRiad Jeven Sa 38
weh ghd faferei i 3 sfe wioeen srdeatsrel Smise,
‘foRiseq 9, A acpd FHAEAISSHA: T Fafae

Y TR JI9af< qH: §d S || (Cha. Bha. 6-9-
3 ; Bha. Por. 508).
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Meaning : ‘‘Because of the reason that they thus
without cognizing that they are Sadrupa merge into Sat
(the Absolute, Pure Being or Reality) in Sushupti, whichever
Janma (birth) they had earlier acquired thinking in the
manner - ‘I am a tiger’, ‘I am a lion’ etc. - being
associated with those very particular symptoms of V&anas
(latent impressions, proclivities) of Karma and Jiiana,
they have attained Sadriipa ; even so, once again they
assume those respective forms alone having come out of
the Sat (their essential nature of Pure Being).’’

(v) 31 fe gufamrearemafy gt @rfaramfasmm
froamreErieaEr, Eadga: Ty faar waafiefy

wfasafd 1| (Sitra Bha. 2-1-9 ; Bha. Por. 425).

Meaning : “‘Although in Avasthas likg Sushupti,
Samadhi etc. quite naturally the divisions of Jiva and
Brahman have become extinct, because of the reason that
the wrong knowledge (or misconception) is not got rid of,
once again, as usual, in the waking the division or
distinction occurs invariably - in the same manner here
too (i.e. even though in Pralaya or dissolution of the
~world of duality there accrues a state of non-division,
once again during Sthitikda or time of sustentation this
division or distinction appears) we should understand.”’

Here we have to read carefully with all alertness
what the Bh@hyakara (i.e. Shri Sankara) has said, viz. in
Sushupti quite naturally Avibhaga (non-division or unity)
has occurred. Even so, some (so-called) followers of Shri
Sankara professing to be Vedantins affirm that in Sushupti
there exists Jiva-Brahmavibhaga (division or distinction
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of the soul and the Ultimate Reality of the Self) -
(Vivarana 66). They also assert that in Asamprajraa
Samadhi (a trance in which there is no awareness of a
second thing) there exists unity or oneness (Vivarana
204). As though this is not enough, not only do they
explain the word - ‘Mithyajiiana’ found in the above
sentence as M#lgsiama (the root cause of ignorance) or
Mulavidya which is Mithyaripa (of the nature or form. of
unreality) but also aver that - ““The division of Jiva and
Brahman that exists in Sushupti is not Avidy&aya (a
projection or effect of Avidya) ; it is Anadi(beginningless)
and is Avidyavasha (within the control or purview of
ignorance) - (Vivarana 67). Further they are also separately
saying that - ‘‘Avidya, Jivatwa (soulhood), Jiva-Brahma
Vibhaga, ‘Avidya Chetana Sambandha (a relationship
between ignorance and Consciousness) - all these pheno-
mena are Andadis (beginningless categories) which are
under the control of Avidya’ - (Vivarana 67). To conclude
that all these tenets are imagined by themselves and are
totally opposed to the Bhashya, the above sentence itself
is a sufficient authoritative source. For, here in this sentence
because of the reason that it has been stated that in
Avasthas like Sushupti, Samadhi etc., Avibhaga (non-
division) exists quite naturally, it is not possible to say
that in this regard there is any difference whatsoever
between Sushupti and Samadhi. In states like Sushupti,
Samadhi, intoxication, swooning etc. there does not exist
any duality and hence ‘Advitiyatwa (non-dualism) itself is
quite natural to Atman - thus Shri Sankara has also
affirmed here and there in his Prasthanatraya Bhashyas.
Despite all this, to those people who obstinately accept
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the distinction that in Sushupti there exists Avidyd but
not in Samadhi, the defect of being contradictory to
reasoning will attach itself as they do not have a convincing
answer to the knotty question of - ‘Why does the duality
appear to one after he wakes up from or comes out of
Samadhi ?° Since we have stressed already at many
places that there is no support of the Bhashyakara to
interpolate Miilavidya, by analysing in the manner - ‘Ajiidna
is of false unreal form’ - in this regard there is nothing
more to be said here.

(vi) (a) 3T 9 AR -SSR sIIiEda: |
T v faomma ey fafaadaa aeg-
TENSAHTSIaed g gEa-a 7 I 1 (Sdtra Bha.
2-3-30 ; Bha. Por. 141).

Meaning : ““‘Apart from this, the fact that Atman has
a relationship with the Upaidhi (adjunct) of Antahkarana
(Mind) is due to Mithygrana (misconception) ; because
of the reason that this Mithyajfiana cannot be got rid of
without attaining Samyajjsiana (the real Self-Knowledge),
as long as one does not cognize Brahmatmatva the
relationship or association with the adjunct of Mind cannot
be avoided.”’

(b) T4 AF e AT qeqie=T9-
AIHRfaeTHaRrIEenty deAfeafadaf<, wfaw-
AR | ORI qgeafawseag | wewawfy efeday:
Ve faerT wa gyaerEd: g vavmedrfadata
o.... AR & GG e g HaHay - “afadae
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7 fag:’ “dfa dveme sfa’ ‘@ 38 = a1 fad ar' senfen
(Sutra Bha. 2-3-30 ; Bha. Por. 142).

Meaning : *‘ In our workaday world, because of the
reason that in boyhood the manliness etc. do not appear
or manifest, we have reckoned that they do not exist. But,
in truth, they really exist and thereby manifest in states
like youth etc. and not that they first do not exist at all
and later they are born ; if they were to be born in that
manner, for eunachs etc. too they would necessarily have
to be bom. In the same way, this Buddhisambandha
(association with intellect) having existed in states of
Sushupti, Pralaya in a potential form, later on manifests
in the waking as also during the time of the sustenance
of the world .... For this reason alone, since in Sushupti
the seed which is conjured up by Avidya exists, they
wake up again - thus the Sruti teaches in the manner -
‘|f W9’ - ‘9 3 =m0 AT etc.”’

We should discern very carefully the topics that are
taught here one by one. First of all, it has been' stated
that - ‘The relationship that exists between Jiva and
Buddhi (intellect, i.e. Antahkarana or Mind in its entirity)
is brought about or caused by Mithygriama meaning,
misconception. Thereafter, it has been stated that - ‘This
relationship having invariably existed in Sushupti as also
in Pralaya in a potential form, later on manifests itself.’
Thirdly, it has been mentioned that - ‘Even the fact that
it exists in the potential form or seed form in Sushupti
is Avidya@maka (due to ignorance alone), meaning, due to
wrong knowledge (misconception) it has been imagined
only.” The intended or implicit purport of teaching of
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these Bhashya sentences is : ‘‘Just as a person who is
uynder the spell of Bhranti (delusion) of the type of
misconstruing a rope to be a snake - even when that
snake imagined by him (due to this delusion) does not
appear - he believes sternly that that snake invariably
exists and further when once again he sees the rope from
a distance he misconceives in the manner : ‘This is verily
a snake’ - in the same manner, in Sushupti and Pralaya
although this Jiva-Buddhi Sambandha disappears - merely
on that count it does not get destroyed completely and
till one attains Jfiana it invariably exists.’’

Not being able to discern this subtle teaching, merely
on the basis of the usage of the expression ‘Avidyatmaka-
bija’ - these present-day Vedantins have mis-construed
this erroneous theory of ‘Miilavidyd’ ; this ridiculous
interpretation reminds us of the story of a Don Quixote
who believed that the lady who had worn a green attire
alone was his wife. In order to discern the truth that Shni
Sankara has used in his Bhashyas the three words or
expressions viz. - ‘Avidyatmaka’ , ‘Avidyakrita’ and
‘Avidyakalpita’ - to mean ‘due to wrong knowledge or
misconception’ alone, the reader should refer to Sutra
Bhashya 2-1-14, Bha. Por. 440, in which a description of
Sarvajiiatwa is given in detail.

(c) Ta gfasmsTy vomt frogrsfaag) favmrsaer:
WoEeARd: o gva, EadaEfy framrmiad
faurrafegeaa 1t (Sitra Bha. 2-1-9 ; Bha. Por. 425).

Meaning : ‘‘Although in Paramatman there does not
exist any division whatsoever, during the time of the
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sustenance (existence) of the world of duality brought
about due to misconception, the transaction of distinguishing
- just as it appears in a dream - appears unfailingly ;
similarly during Pralaya (dissolution of the world), due
to Mithydjiiana alone, this Vibhaga Shakti (the power or
potency of division) exists - thus we should determine
using the Anumana Pramana (valid means of inference).”’

(d) Frommrfifimaee = 7 g faefagedfa |
TR TR sy graveraaE TR w1

(Stitra Bha. 4-2-8 ; Bha. Por. 549).

Meaning : ‘‘The bondage which is caused by wrong
knowledge cannot possibly be loosened without attaining
the proper Jiiana ; therefore, it should be understood that
the fact of this Satsampatti (merger in Reality) that accrues
(in death) too is - just like Sushupti and Pralaya -
occurring with the subsistence of Bja Bhava (belief or
concept of the existence of a seed or cause).”

If we consider the four sentences mentioned above
with insight we can reckon the truth that - ‘‘Dvaita has
been caused by Mithyajiiana alorig ; in states like Sushupti,
Marapa (death) and Pralaya, although all the adjuncts
have become extinct, because of the reason that Jiiana has
not accrued, Bandha (bondage) which is caused by
Mithyajiiana does not disappear ; for that reason alone,
it becomes known that the empirical transactions, brought
about by Mithyajiiana, of the type - ‘We slept and woke
up ; we gave up the body of the previous birth and have
worn the body of the present birth ; as soon as the
creation took place we were all born’ - are being carried
out. If we observe from the Paramarthadrishti - just as
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in Sushupti in the waking too, just as in Pralaya even
after Srshti occurs, just as Marana even after rebirth has
occurred - Atman, in reality, exists devoid of any world
of duality (Nishprapasicha) ; Andtman - all of it is, in
truth,” Mithya (false, unreal).”’

How is the Viewpoint of 8 Brahmajiiini ?

This topic we have depicted at the end of the previous
deliberation- itself. Hers we will mention & couple ef
sentences by way of examples or illustrations and conclude
this chapter.

(i) Fraft FreEsjamipaaey dRmeare, Aa: [Eul
wHal 6T SR, R iy sfrsree gfa aefagmrsfy |
TaRE g Mg II9EN | G GATSHINGLHA HHN Ararae
M T 1 AT N wHeaagytag-

Tefd | AAIETHEIN, REEIIIayd 6T 11 (Siitra
Bha, 4-1-13 : Bha. Por. 528).

Meaning ““The Brahmajfiani has determined that -
I am verily Brahman who is devoid of Kartrutwa
(agentship of action), Bhoktrutwa (enjoyership) in all the
three periods of time. Even prior to this present momemnt
I was neither a Kartru nor a8 Bhoktru ; even now also I
am not (either of them) ; mor will 1 be in the future’
And, only if it is so the attainment of Moksha becomes
tenablé ; as otherwise, the Karmas which have been
carried on from time immemorial will not get destroyed
and thereby Mdksha will invariably be rendered unattaina-
ble. It is also not proper to deduce that just like the
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Karmaphala (fruit of an action), Moksha desiderates causes
like time, space and causation before it accrues ; for, then
in that event it will have to become Anitya (non-eternal).
Apart from this, it is not proper to say that Jiianaphala
is Paroksha (indirect, mediate).’’

Because of the reason that Moksha is verily Brahma-
mabhava (the cognition or Intuitive experience that my
Self is Itself Brahman) which is eternally self-established
and which is available or attainable here and now merely
by cognizing It properly, the doctrinaire tenet of the post-
Sankara Vyakhyanakaras to the effect - ‘“Even after getting
rid of Anirvachaniya (indefinable, indescribable) Avidya
a Jiani becomes a Jivanmukta, he is associated with
Avidydlesha (a little remnant of ignorance) and only after
the fall of the body (i.e. posthumously) attains Moksha’’
- is not acceptable to Shri Sankara ; this fact is extremely
clear now. In this regard we will mention one more
supporting sentence and conclude this topic.

(ii) TENfANEEHAET, SRRae fag stearsty
fag@iseikeaq 11 (Sttra Bha. 1-1-4 ; Bha. Por. 60).

Meaning : ‘‘For this reason, since the phenomenon
of being endowed with a body is caused by Mithya
Pratyaya (false concept), a Jiiani while alive alone becomes
devoid of a body ; this truth is established now.”’

V. Conclusion

We will recapitulate as to what is the final spiritual

teaching (Siddhanta) of Shri Sarikara here and conclude
this chapter. This Siddhanta is not a topic which is to be
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taken up for mere discussion or debate. Only to those
who, as a consequence of meritorious deeds performed in
previous births, have acquired Chittashuddhi (a mind
cleansed, purified of its dross) or only to those who in
this very life have assiduously practised KarmaySga and
Dhyénayoga and have eamed one-pointed devotion towards
the Parameshwara (Supreme Lord) - to such great souls
only this (i.e. this Advaita Siddhdnta) accrues by virtue
of /swara Prasala (benign grace of the Lord) alone.
Therefore, we have not written this book with the intention
of winning the admiration or approbation of scholars who
are totally under the spell or grip of vain logic, or with
the hankering after gaining name and fame, money or
honour etc. in the world ; and providing a means (vocation)
to those who are studying this spiritual science of Vedinta.
In truth, a well-meaning desire to depict, in a brief,
concise manner, the very core of Vedanta Prakriya (Vedantic
traditional methodology) is the motive for this effort to
the best of our knowledge and is meant for the benefit
of JijAaus (seekers) who are Astikas (those who fully
believe in the Sastras) and who aspire to become Knutarthas
(those who have achieved the goal of human existence)
by attaining Brahmavidya which has been taught in a
traditional manner by an illustrious line of teachers like
Shri Gaudapadacharya, Shri Sankarachirya and the latter’s
close and direct disciple, Shri SureSwardcharya - who
have affirmed that this Vidyd was handed down by many
great sages who were well-versed in the traditional method
of ¢eaching Brahmavidya. If the readers study this text
from this viewpoint only they will surely get the full
benefit from this treatise.
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The quintessence of Shri Sankara’s Siddhanta is :
Brahman which is Advitiya (non-dual) and is of the very
essence of Satyam (reality), J#amam (Consciousness),
Anandam (Bliss) is alone the Paramartha (Absolute
Reality) ; apart from It neither the Jivas (souls) nor the
Jadapraparncha (gross world of duality) exists whatsoever.
Even so, this Jivatwa (soulhood) and Jadatwa (grossness)
are Adhyasta (super-imposed) upon It ; to wit, the common
people believe that they are Jivas of the essential nature
of Kartrus (agents of action), Bhoktyus (enjoyers) ; that
they bave a relationship with Sharia (body), Indriya
(senses), Prama (vital force), Manas (mind), Buddhi
(intellect) and Ahazikara (ego or ‘I’ notion) and that since
they are experiencing the external objects like Shabda
(sound), Sparsha (touch) etc. they are getting Sukha
(happiness) and Du/kha (unhappiness, grief). It is not
possible to say exactly as to when and from what cause
this belief was gained or created in Man. However, this
exists in everyone invariably in his state of non-discrimi-
nation ; by virtue of this alone the empirical dealings of
the type of - ‘I’ and ‘mine’ - have ensued ; this wrong
or false knowledge which has existed from time
immemorial - the Vedantins call ‘Adhyasa’ as also
‘Avidya’. If we deliberate upon the Reality as It is in an
incisive manner, the Intuitive Knowledge: of the type -
‘Advitiya (non-dual) Brahman .alone which is not Kartru
or Bhoktru is myself’ - accrues. That correct, Intuitive
Knowledge is called ‘Vidya’.

Since all empirical transactions are carried out
invariably being well within the reign and realm of Avidya,
the queries like - ““To whom is Avidya. ? About which
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subject-matter or topic ? What is its effect ? How does
it disappear or become extinct ? '’ - etc. too are to be
made within the realm of Avidya alone. If we observe
properly (Intuitively), either the Avidya that is engendered
in Jivas or it getting destroyed by anything else - both
.these phenomena are not to be found at all ; when we
assume and say that it (i.e. Avidya) exists, the Bandha
(bondage) that is caused due to it to the Self of everyone
of us or when we say it is gone, the Moksha (liberation)
that accrues - neither of them exists whatsoever. Without
cognizing the Siddhanta that - ‘Thus due to Avidya
alone all empirical transactions are being carried out’
- in the present times some people have raised the question
- ‘From which cause is this Avidya born or has arisen ?’
- and have imagined and inferred a root cause for that
Avidya also ; they have called this root cause ‘Miilavidya’.
This blunder is committed by them because they have
verily forgotten the essential nature of Avidya. For, since
all Vyavahara has ensued due to Avidya alone, the fact
that even the Vidya-Avidya Vyavahara has been caused
due to Avidya only need not be analysed or explained
once again. For the concept of cause, the concept of
time is invariably needed ; for, that entity or substance
which invariably precedes the effect of action in time is
itself called ‘Karana’ (cause). But when time itself is the
offspring of Avidya, how at all is it possible for the
phenomenon of cause, which is itself the offspring of
time, to exist before or prior to Avidya - ? To affirm
in the manner - ‘‘Preceding, or prior to, Avidya too there
can be a cause’’ - is akin to the humorous saying - ‘The
grandson served ghee during the luncheon held to celebrate
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the christening ceremony of his grandfather’ - is it not ?
This point the Midavidyavadins (proponents of Miilavidya
theory) should think over in a quiet manner.

In this treatise not only have we depicted Shri
Sankara’s Vedantic methodology of teaching in a brief
manner but also have pointed out at various places the
defects that exist in the Milavidyavada. We have also
given herefore a list of main questions that can be posed
before or put to the Miilavidyavadins so as to be of some
benefit to researchers of Truth who are impartial or
unbiased, as also to seekers who are dedicated to Self-
Knowledge. Without thinking ever for a moment that
these are dry, vain objections which are meant only to
bring to light the defects and deficiencies that exist in
that theory, the readers should believe fondly that it is
only a ladder to reach those dizzy heights of this subtle
Siddhanta and read them with all meticulous attention and
ratiocinate as well - thus we entreat them.

Some Questions Put To Malavidyavadins

(1) Why is it that none of the preceptors like Shri
Sankara, his grand-preceptor Shri Gaudapada, Shri’
Sureswara, who has himself mentioned that he has served
at the feet of his master (i.c. Shri Sankara) and has
written his treatises - has used in his own principal works
even a word about ‘Milavidya’ ?

(2) While they have used words like Milaprakriti,
Bija, Shakti, Avyakta, Avyakrta, Maya to connote the
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subtle phenomena of names and forms, why have you
believed (rather mistaken) those words to mean Milavidya?

(3) Even though those preceptors have vociferously,
unequivocally stated that the phenomenon called by various
names like Mulaprakriti etc. is Kalpita (imagined) due to
Avidya, why are you saying that it is called by the name
of ‘Milavidya’, which is quite different from Jiianabhava,
Samshaya, Mithyajiiana and its Samskara as also which
is the cause for all of them ?.

(4) Although the Bhashyakara (i.e. Shri Sankara) has
been very clearly saying that in our Vyavahara (i.c.
workaday, empirical transactions) Avidyd appears to be
the quality or attribute of the Antahkarana (Mind), why
are you asserting that it exists from time immemorial
(Anadi) in Atman alone ?

(5) When Shri Sankara has proclaimed that - ““The
fact that Avidya, which is of the nature of Adhyasa,
being responsible or the cause for the undesirable problem
of the empirical transaction of the type of ‘I’ and ‘mine’
‘18 clearly perceptible to everyone’’ - why are you
trumpeting that - ‘‘There exists a phenomenon called
‘Milavidya’ which is the material cause (Upadana Karana)
for even Adhyaa (misconception)’ - totally contradictory
to universal experience as well as to the Bhashya?

(6) When the Bhashyakara is reiterating that - ‘“The
empirical transaction of ‘I’ and ‘mine’ is caused due to
Mithyajiiana ; in it there is a mixing up, blending of
reality and unreality’’ - what is the reason for your
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distorting his sentence and interpreting it in a bizarre
manner to mean that - ‘‘Adhyasa is caused by an Upaiana
Karama (material cause) called - ‘Mithya-Ajiiana’ ?°°

(7) For the Bhashya sentence - ‘‘Pundits (scholars,
wise people) call Adhyasa - ‘Avidya’ -’ you have imagined
a meaning of the type - ‘‘Because Adhyasa is the effect
of Avidya, it is being called (by Pundits) Avidya’’ - what
authority or support is there for this mis-interpretation ?
It seems that some among you of late have been saying
- *“‘Pundits say that it is Avidya, but we do not say like
that” - is it true ? If so, the next sentence - ‘“To
determine the essential nature of the Vastu (entity,
substance) is called ‘Vidya’ -’ too signifies invariably the
opinion of the Pundits - does it not amount to saying in
that manner ? If that too is true, then does it not amount
to your offering a new but dubious present to Shri
Sankara in the form of stating that - ‘Shri Sankara has
not mentioned anything whatsoever in his Adhyasa Bhashya
with regard to Vidya and Avidya’ ?

(8) Although Shri Sarikara has stressed that - *‘Brahma-
vidy3 completely destroys or dispels Avidya’’ - why are
you spreading the contradictory opinion of - ‘For Jiianis
too there exists Avidydesha (a remnant of Avidya)’ - ?

(9) When it is stated in the Bhashyas that - ‘‘The
understanding (knowledge) by the people that they have
a body (i.e. they are embodied beings) is itself Mithygriaa
(misconception) ; a Jiiani, who has got rid of that -
though alive - is Ashariri (unembodied) alone’’ - why is
it that some among you are asserting that only after the
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fall of the body (i.e. posthumously) alone the complete
or consummate Mukti (liberation) ensues ? Some others
among you have been making the ridiculous statement
that, ‘‘Because of the reason that when J#iana (Self-
Knowledge) accrues all of Ajiiana entirely disappears, the
very moment Jiiana accrues the body falls down dead”’
- why ? Is Jiana a kind of a big disease ?

(10) Although Shri Sankara has repeatedly affirmed
that - ‘‘Through the means of acquiring the Padarthajriana
(knowledge ‘of the entity born out of the meaning of the
words) if the seeker discerns the purport of the Vedantic
or Upanishadic Mahavakyas (pregnant, profound sentences)
- merely on that count one gets the Brahma Sakshakara
(the Intuitive experience of Brahman as the Self) and
thereafter once again to cognize Brahman there is no need
of any other separate Pramana (valid means of knowledge)
or Salhana (spiritual practice)’” - why are you - in
contradiction to this tenet - each one in his own different
manner - saying that - ‘‘By means of Vayabhyasa (repeated
practice of uttering or by rote of sentences, called Maha-
vakyas) or Vakyayukti Abhyasa (practice of the logical
devices mentioned in the Upanishadic sentences), or Dhyana
(meditation) the seeker has to obtain Sakshatkara
(materialisation or perceptual experience of the Self) in
Nirvikalpaka Samadhi (trance in which there are no mental
concepts whatsoever)’’ ?

(11) When the Bhashyakara has stated that - ‘‘Due
to Avidya, Brahman appears to be the cause for the Jagar
(world of duality) -
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(i) Why are some of you saying that - ‘Milavidya
is the Upadana Karana ; since Brahman is the support for
it, Brahman is said to be the cause’ ;

(i) Why some others are saying that - ‘Brahman
endowed or associated with a potential power of Mulavidya
or Maya is the cause’ ;

(ii1)) Why yet others are saying that - ‘Maya and
Brahman together are the cause for the world of duality’
- thus with all sorts of opinions why are you trying to
establish or strengthen K@amvaia (theory of cause) alone ?

(12) If Mulavidya is a really existing entity why is
it that it is not comprehended by the common people ?
At least after you have established it by virtue of certain
Pramamas (valid means of cognition), why is it that your
opponents do not accept it ? Although you have been
asserting that it is S@&shisiddha (established by eyewitness),
with regard to its existence what is the reason for so
many arguments and counter-arguments being whipped
up ? Why is it that even a taint or smell of the Pramanas
that you have enumerated for Avidya is not to be found
in the Bhashyas ?

(13) To have described that - ‘Miilavidya is not Sat
(real), not Asat (unreal) mnot Sadasat (real-cum-unreal) ;
it 1s not Bhinna (different, separate) from Brahman, not
Abhinna (non-different), not Bhinnabhinna (different-cum
-non-different) ; it is not Savayava (having parts,
components), Niravayava (not having parts), nor is it
Ubhayamaka (having both parts and no parts) - as also
it is in all respects Anirvachaniya (indefinable,
indescribable)’ - where is any supporting statement in the
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Bhashyas ? For this what support of any Yukti (logical
device) is there ?

(14) Where is an illustration to assert that Anirvacha-
niya Avidya (ignorance which is indefinable) has transformed
itself in the form of the world ? When Shri Sankara
exemplified the illustration viz. - ‘The sea-shell appears
as silver’ which is in truth a Bhranti (delusion) that is
Lokasiddha (universally established or acknowledged), why
did he not elucidate it in the manner - ‘In the sca-shell
a silver which is Anirvachaniya has been produced’ - ?
How at all can people discern that in that manner an
Anirvachaniya silver is born or produced ? If it is not
possible for everyone to discern it, how at all can that
be said to be an illustration for Adhyasa ? In our workaday
world if both the common people and the expert observers
agree or accept, only then it can be called an illustration,
is it not ?

(15) When the Anirvachaniya Rajata (indescribable
silver) is destroyed by means of Shuktij7iana (the correct
knowledge of sea-shell), what happens to Avidya ? If that
is going to be destroyed, why cannot Brahmasakshatkara
accrue ? If it (i.e. Avidya) is not being destroyed, where
at all is there an illustration to assert that - ‘‘By means
of comrect knowledge Avidya gets destroyed’® - ?

(16) What is the authoritative source or support for
some among you to imagine that - ‘Avidyd which has
produced Anirvachaniya Rajata (indefinable silver) is called
Tuldvidya and it is different from Mailavidya’ - ? If it
is quite different, to affirm that Milavidya is destroyed
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by Vidya what valid means are there ? Some of you are
saying that - ‘Tulavidya is an Amsha (part) alone of
Millavidyd, or an fkaa (form, shape) or Avastha (state)’
- what is the Pramana for this assertion ? First saying that
- ‘For Milavidya there does not exist any Amsha, or any
Akdra, or any Avasthd ; it is Anirvachaniya’ - and later
to imagine Amsha, Akara etc. for it - is it not a self-
contradiction ?

(17) You are saying that Miilavidya invariably exists
in all the three states of Jagrat, Svapna and Sushupti, is
it not ? If so, are these Avasthas not a Paripama
(transformation, mutation) of Mulavidya ? Are they Bhinna
(different, separate) from Miilavidya, or Abhinna (non-
different) or Anirvachaniya (indescribable) ? Or else, are
they (i.c. three states) themselves a certain kind of bizarre
object or substance ?

(18) If Mulavidya exists in Avastha Traya (all the
three states of Consciousness), then why cannot we say
it is, just like Atman, Paramdatha (Absolutely a real
entity) ? To affirm that it gets destroyed by Vidya if the
statement that - “‘It does not exist in Nirvikalpaka
Samadhi’® - is itself a supporting evidence, then for the
Jiani to wake up from that state of trance once again,
there is no sustaining cause whatsoever, is it not ? If
turning away and giving up the waking state to get
merged in Reality is itself called ‘Mukti’, then wherefrom
can we get a Guru (preceptor) who can instruct us about
the experience of a Mukta (Realized or liberated Soul) ?

(19) How at all is it reasonable to accept destruction
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to Milavidya which is Anadi (beginningless) ?

(a) If you say - ‘Just as the Naiyayikas accept
destruction for Pragabhava (non-existence prior to birth
or creation) which is Anadi - we too accept destruction
for Avidya which is Anadr’ - then it is not Abhava (non-
existence or non-entity) - is it not ?

(b) If you say - ‘Just as Buddhists and others have
accepted Nivyutti (liberation, freedom) even for Anadi, we
too accept it’ - what answer will you give to those who
argue that the Yukti (logical device) that - ‘Anadi cannot
be got rid of’ - entails them (i.e. Buddhists etc.,) also
invariably ?

(c) If you maintain that - ‘Just as Mithyajhana etc.
Milavidya also is Ajiana and hence it may be got rid
of’ - does it not amount to saying that - ‘Because of the
reason that the Mithyajiiana or misconception of Shuktyadi
(i.e. sea-shell etc.) was Verily called Ajnana, they are
capable of being destroyed by Jiiana’ - ? If that is also
accepted, merely on the ground of calling sea-shell
‘Ajiana’, that too will have to be per force removed by
Jiiana, is it not ? If you say - ‘That is also acceptable
to us’ - even to say that - ‘That way, it is J#ama Nashya
(that which can be destroyed by Knowledge)’ - and to
accept also what Pramana have you got ? - This prime
question remains unanswered, is it not ? If further you
contend that - ‘For that we have Sruti itself as Pramana’
- then what answer will you give to opponents who
affirm that - ‘By virtue of this Sruti Pramana alone we
say that this world of Shukti (sea-shell) etc. is real’ - ?
If you say that ~ “Their interpretation of the Sruti is not
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correct’ - then what proof or supporting evidence have
you to demonstrate that the interpretation (of the Sruti)
that you have made is correct ? In case we accept that
the interpretation that you have made is itself correct,
even then does it not amount to you by yourself accepting
that ‘Advaita Siddhanta also - just like Dvaita Siddhanta
- is to be discerned merely based on faith alone’ - ?

(d) Madhwas (followers of Dvaita philosophy of Shri
Madhwacharya) and R@nawjas (followers of Vishishtadvaita
philosophy of Shri Ramanujacharya) opine that - ‘Anadi
(beginningless) Avidyabandha (bondage due to ignorance)
is destroyed only by Parameshwara’ ; Madhwas aver that
- ‘By Iéwara’s desire alone the covering of Avidya has
ensued to Jivas’. For the followers of both these schools
of philosophy which are founded on faith, at least by
virtue of I§wara’s desire the Avidya may be destroyed.
But you who have undertaken the task of establishing
Avidya as also its destruction by means of Yukri (logical
devices) and Anubhava (Intuitive experience) - what will
be your plight or predicament if you speak against or
contrary to Anubhava ?

(20) In your doctrine which says that - ‘In Sushupti
every thing merges in Milavidya alone - what is the
cause for the waking to occur once again ? No other
cause whatsoever apart from or other than Avidya exists
at all, is it not ? If you say - ‘The Samskau (latent
impression) of Pirvakarma (past actions) alone which has
merged in Avidya is the cause’ - what is the motive force
as the cause for its activation ? If you say - ‘Svabhava
(innate nature) itself is the cause’ - then why don’t you
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join the ranks of hard-core Svabhavavadins who maintain
that - ‘Svabhava (the essential nature of Being) alone is
the cause for Bandha as also Moksha’ - ? If you contend
that - ‘ISwara alone is the cause ?’ - then is He different
from Atman or non-different ? You call yourselves
‘Advaitins’ and so you cannot say - ‘He is Bhinna (i.c.
different from Atman) - is it not ? If He is Abhinna (non-
different), then - Atman being the common denominator
for all the three Avasthas - what cause can you adduce
for Avasth@heda (distinction among the states) ?

(21) In your theory which states - ‘Jivanmuktas too
have a Lesha (remnant) of Avidya’ - does not a self-
contradiction arise against your own teaching that - ‘Avidy3
does not have any Amsha (part)’ - ? If for Avidya too
there can possibly be parts, because of the reason that as
and when each Jiva becomes Jivanmukta, to that extent
the Avidyamsha (part of Avidya) should necessarily become
less and less, why is it that the Avidya that existed from
Anadikda (time immemorial) has not wormn out despite
the fact that endless Jivas become Mukta (freed, liberated) ?
Or, in the alternative, why is it that even to a little extent
it has not become less ?

(22) If it were true that for Jivanmuktas too till the
body falls off Avidyalesha invariably exists, then how at
all can one believe the teaching that - ‘“‘By means of
Jiiana alone Avidya is got nnd of ?°’ If Avidya is not got
rid of, then does it not amount to discarding, disowning
the tenet that - ‘By means of Jiiana, Mukti accrues’ - ?

(23) Jiiana signifies the essential nature of an object
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or substance alone but not that it removes or destroys its
cover ; if it is not so, by the Jiiana that - ‘Within a pot
a light is kept’ - the pot also which is the cover for the
light will have to be destroyed, is it not ? If you say that
- ‘Miilavidya is not a real cover ; it is an Anirvachaniya
cover ; therefore, it can be sublated’ - then you will have
to per force admit that - ‘Just as Jiiana sublates Mithygrana
(misconception) etc. it sublates this too’ - is it not ? Then
in that event, just as a cognition of the type - ‘In the
beginning I had such and such Mithyajiana ; now it is
sublated, falsified’ - accrues, we should get a cognition
of the type - ‘There existed a cover of such and such an
Anirvachaniya Ajiana. That is sublated now’ - is it not ?
In that manner where is it occurring ? Because of the
reason such an occurrence does not ensue, why cannot we
say that such an Avidya itself does not exist ?

(24) Because of the reason that in the three states
also Mulavidya exists, in order to cognize it to be Asatya
(unreal) which Avastha has to be examined ? Even if we
accept that those who examine such an Avastha attain
Jiiana, in which Avastha should those Jiianis teach about
the Tattwa (Reality) ? We cannot possibly go to their
Avastha ; since in our Avastha invariably Avidya exists,
it is not possible for them to instruct that Avidya does
not exist. Thus there will be a formidable hurdle or
impediment for Brahmopadesha Itself, is it not ? What
about this predicament ?

(25) All have accepted that one should listen to the
instructions of the Sastra and the Guru, one should then
do Manana (ratiocination over those teachings) and practise
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Nididhyansana (Intuitive contemplation) and that these
alone are the spiritual means or practices for Brahmajiiana.
Because of the reason that all these are responsible or
instrumental for the Samskaa (latent or subtle impressions
or refinement) that occurs in the Antahkarapa (Mind),
Jiana also should necessarily accrue in our Antahkarana
alone. But because of the reason that you are asserting
that - ‘Milavidya which is J#Aanavirodhi (opposed to
Jiana or Self-Knowledge) is not a Dharma (quality or
attribute) of the Antahkarana’ - how at all can Jiiana
remove or destroy Ajiiana ?

The Final Judgement That Evolves from
the Discussion of Milavidya

[Paramapiijya Shri Satchidanandendra Saraswati
Swamiji, of revered memory, had published this treatise
in 1940. At that time some scholars of Kamataka had
objected to Swamiji’s opinions and their deliberations
were published in the monthly ‘Adhyatma Prakasha’.
Swamiji had published his answers to those deliberations
in the 13th series of the monthly magazine. Since that
article is aptly related and relevent to this treatise of
‘Sarikara Siddhanta’ it has been appended here for the
benefit of the genuine students.]

All those who have read the treatise - ‘Sankara
Siddhanta’ - have come to know as to what is this
doctrine called ‘Miilavidyavada’ to a large measure. The
(post-Sankara) Vyakhyanakaras have written that - (a)
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‘There exists a phenomenon called Miilavidya which exists
in indivisible or undivided Chinmara (Pure Consciousness)
and which has kept that Chinmatra as its object’ ; (b)
‘That alone is the Upadana Karapa (material cause) for
the Kayavidya (the effect-form of ignorance) which is
known to be the Adhyada (misconception) between (the
natures of) Atman and Anatman’ ; (c) ‘In order to remove
this alone all the Upanishads have begun their teachings.’
For the last so many years I have been arguing that this
theory is opposed to Shri Sankara’s Siddhanta. The essence
of my arguments is, in truth, that - ‘The Adhyasa between
Atman and Anatman is itself the Avidya which is the root
cause for Samsara - and this alone is the teaching of Shri
Sankara’.

Among those objections which have been raised in
opposition to this my conclusion by various writers who
have examined it - I have endeavoured here to take for
detailed discussion only the important ones. Those people
who are having a deep sense of dedication to and reverence
for finding out the Tattwa (the Ultimate Reality) will
have to decide the merits and demerits of this discussion
or debate.

I have believed that the rule or regulation that I have
formulated to the effect - ‘In order to determine the
Sankara Siddhanta, directly taking recourse to Shri
Sankara’s (original) Prasthanatraya Bhashyas alone is to
be reckoned as the first and predominant Pramana (valid
means of proof) - is acceptable to the critical assessors.
Therefore, I do not examine or consider the statements of
the other Bhashyakaras (commetators). From this it is
quite clear that especially those commentaries which I
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have opined to be opposed to the original Sankara Bhashyas
cannot be brought in support of the present deliberation
as valid evidence by any one, whosoever he may be.
Some people have shown to me that Shri Sure§waracharya
(the direct disciple of Shri Sankara) himself has used the
words like - ‘Miilavidya’, ‘Miilajiana’. But whether Shri
Sure§waracharya has championed the cause of or pointed
out unequivocally the present theory of ‘Milavidyd’ is
itself a controversial factor. Apart from this, by virtue of
the regulation that the Sankara Siddhanta has to be
determined exclusively from the original Bhashyas in the
present discussion undertaken by us, the fact that - even
Shri Sure§waracharya’s commentary is not needed - is
acceptable to both the parties. Therefore, for the time
being we do not take into consideration even the statements
of the Vartikakara (i.e. Shri SureS§wara).

Has Shri Saikaricharya Used the Word ‘Avidya’
With Two Meanlngs ?

The critics say that for this word there are two
meanings indeed. But Shri Sankara has clearly stated in

Brahma-Siitra Bhashya 1-1-7 that - (SARIEEATEEN)

‘For one word alone to imagine many meanings is
unreasonable.’ In answer to the Pirvapaksha (prima facie
objection) of the Sankhyan, viz. ‘“‘For the word ‘Jyothi’
there are two meanings ; in the same way for the word
‘Atman’ too two meanings can be conceived, is it not ?*’
- Shri Sankara has stated this above Siitra-Bhashya
statement in his Siddhanta ; not only that but also he has
decided and declared that - ‘In case we accept that for
one word there can be two meanings - even then by
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examining the relevant Prakarana (topic under discussion)
or the Upapada (the adjoining or supporting word) we
will have to determine that one of them is Mukhyatha
(predominant meaning) and the other Gounatha (secondary
meaning)’. Therefore, to decide that - ““‘Shri Sarnkara too
has used in his Bhashyas the word ‘Avidya’ in one and
the same Mukhyartha, and in case he has used it with
another meaning then it should be invariably with
Gounartha’’ - is quite reasonable indeed. This regulation
is acceptable to the Vydhyaakaras (i.e. post-Sankara
sub-commentators on the original Bhashyas). For, while
writing their commentary on the Bhashya sentence -
‘Adhyasa is called by the Pundits or scholars Avidya’ -
they have stated : ‘Since Adhyasa is Avidyakaya (effect
of ignorance), Pundits have called it Avidya’. Therefore,
in everyone’s opinion for the word ‘Avidya’ one and one
Mukhyartha alone exists - thus we have to conclude.

What is the Mukhyirtha (Predominant Meaning) for the
Word ‘Avidyi’ ?

In the opinion of the Vyakhyankaras, Miilavidya itself
is the principal meaning of the word ‘Avidya’ ; since
Adhyaa (misconception) is its effect, Adhyasa is said to
be Avidya in a Gounartha (secondary meaning or sense).
But now the question relevant here is - ‘In the Bhashyas,
in which predominant sense or meaning is this word
used ?’ To this question my answer is : ‘Adhyasa alone
is the Mukhyartha for this word. For, Shri Sankara has

very clearly stated : “TRaNGogume ufvsm sifaefa
W" [That Adhyasa with this Lakshana (symptoms) the
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scholars reckon to be Avidya]. Prior to this sentence he
has not only mentioned - ‘Instead of this, to determine
the Vastu Swaripa (essential nature of a substance) as it
actually is (exists) is itself called Vidya’’ - but also in
the Upasamhara (conclusion) he has affirmed that - “‘In
order to teach or signify Atmaikatwa Vidya (the non-
dualism of the Self) so as to be able to destroy this (i.e.
Adhyasa or Avidya), which is Anarthahetu (the cause for
all mundane calamities) - all the Upanishads are begun.”’
In fact, the Adhyasa Bhashya (which is the introductory
small chapter to Brahma Sitra Bhashya) has been written
by him with the prime and specific purport of elucidating
Avidya which has to be destroyed by Brahmavidya. Here
in this context the Bhashyakara has vociferously, so to
‘say, proclaimed also that - ‘Adhyasa itself is Avidya'. If
there existed any other entity: or substance - whatsoever
it may be - apart or separate from this which was
destructible by Vidya and which had been called ‘Avidya’
with the Mukhyartha - then this was the context or place
where the Bhashyakara had necessarily to signify. But he
had not even taken its name. Therefore, for the word
‘Avidya’ the Mukhyartha is verily Adhyasa. The Sruti
Prakaranas (the relevent topics from the Upanishads) of
the Bhashyas are a pointer (nay, clincher) for this
conclusion ; this truth every one has to accept.

This word ‘Avidya’ being used by Shri Sankara with
any other meaning whatsoever is not to be found anywhere
else. One critic has exemplified the sentence - ‘Jfa®nm

AAFaAT - (Isa Bha, Mantra 12) - from I$avasya
Upanishad Bhashya. But that is not the Avidya Prakarana
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(chapter devoted to the topic of Avidya) ; it is the
Prakarana dealing with or deliberating upon the topic of
Asambhati Upasana. For the word ‘Avidya’ used there in
that context, since it has a relationship of proximity with
the Upapada (adjoining word) of ‘Avyakritdhya’, this is
not the correct word connoting ‘Avidya’ which Shri Sankara
has exemplified as ‘Adhy&dsa Ripavidyd in Siitra Bhashya
and which is directly opposed to Vidya. Therefore, on the
two counts of the Prakarana and the proximity of another
word 1n this context ‘Avyakrita’ is called ‘Avidya’ from
the view-point of Goupavritti (a secondary sense). Thus
from this sentence it can be determined but not that the
word ‘Avyakrita’ itself has the predominant meaning of
‘Avidya’. If the above sentence of I$avasya Bhashya is
compared to the sentences like ‘This-is called Avidya’ ;
‘Keeping in front Adhyasa called Avidya, all mundane,
religious (Scriptural) transactions involving Pramapa (valid
means of knowledge) and Prameya (objects of knowledge)
are born (carried out)’ - this difference becomes quite
clear. Therefore, it is quite reasonable and proper to
conclude that - ‘‘Adhyasa is nothing but what Shri Sankara
says Mukhyavidya (the principal Avidya) which is
Nirupapada (devoid of any proximity of another qualifying
word) ; but what is mentioned in the above context (i.e.
Isavasya Bhashya) is the Gounavidya (ignorance of a
secondary meaning) by name °‘Avyakrita’.”’

The world’s subtle state called by various names of
‘Avyakrita’, ‘Avyakta’, ‘Namariipa’, ‘Bija’, ‘Prakriti’ etc.
being referred to as ‘Avidya’ is not to be found anywhere
else in the Bhashyas. Thus Avyakrita being called ‘Avidya’
can be surmised as being used in Gounartha, is it not ?
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But in Brahma Stitra Bhashya there exists a sentence

- ‘Hfden Y=AHY’ (Br. Siitra Bha. 1-4-3). On the basis of
this, some critics believe that it ‘amounts to saying that
- ‘Avyakta itself is Avidya’. This is not proper. For, this
sentence appears in a Prakarana which undertakes the
discussion of the question - ‘‘In the Kathopanishad sentence

of ‘HEd: WHAWDY' (Avyaktam is greater than Mahat) -
whether the word ‘Avyakta’ refers to Sankhyans’ Pradhana
or not ?° This is not a sentence which delineates the
meaning of the word ‘Avidya’. On the other hand, it is
a sentence which states the meaning of the word ‘Avyakta’.
‘“‘Avidya means Adhyasa alone. For the word ‘Avyakta’
found in the Sruti this alone is the meaning”’ - thus here
the Siddhanta has been expounded. Therefore, this sentence
does not provide even an iota of support for Mulavidyavada.

Which is the Gougiirtha for the Word ‘Avldyi’ ?

To determine the answer to this question this Bhashya
sentence is an excellent supporting evidence. For, the
principal Siitra for this is ‘AERdaq’ - (Brahma Siitra
1-4-3). The Bhashyakara has interpreted this Stuitra in two
different ways. In both the meanings, he has adduced a
Mukhyartha to the word ‘Avyakta’ and has determined
that the Gounartha of that word is Sharsa (body). While
determining the Mukhyartha, the essence of what Shn
Sankara has written is : “Sankhyans have used the words
‘Avyakta’ and ‘Mahat’ to mean ‘Pradhana which is
Swatantra (independent)’ and Mahatatwa (the category -
of Mahat), respectively ; but in the Sruti there are different
meanings for these words. To wit, ‘Mahanatma’ means



Discussion of Miilavidya : The Final Judgement 123

‘the Buddhi of Hiranyagarbha (i.e. macrocosmic Intellect).
Or in the alternative, Jiva ; ‘Avyakta’ means ‘Avyakrita’
or ‘Avidya’. When for the expression - ‘Mahanatma’ the
meaning of ‘macrocosmic intellect’ is adopted, the word
‘Avyakta’ should be adopted to mean Avyakrita’ ; when
for ‘Mah3anatma’ we take the meaning of ‘Jiva’, we
should adopt the meaning of ‘Avidya’ for the word
‘Avyakta’. Thus since according to the Bhashya the
scriptural word ‘Avyakta’ has been interpreted with two
meanings of : (i) Avyakrita, (ii) Avidya, it is quite clear
here that in the above context the Avidya, which is the
second meaning as explained above and which is without
any relationships whatsoever with Avyakrita, is directly
taken with the Mukhyartha. Not only this. It is further
established that Avyakrita being called ‘Avidya’ is
invariably with Gounartha alone.

Quite in consonance with this interpretation, Shri
Sankara has in the first commentary very clearly expressed
that - ““The Bja Shakti (potential power of a seed) called
‘Avyakrita’ (which he has referred to as ‘Avyakta’) is
Avidyamaka (of the essence ignorance) as also it is that
which can be destroyed by Vidya.’’ In the Brahma Sttra

Bhashya (1-4-3) - “faeran o= derregien, sifaenfae e

defetEwaRevdl” it is not possible to interpret the

word ‘Avidyatmika’ merely as ‘Avidya.’ For, since with
the second meaning, for the word ‘Avyakta’ the explanation
of ‘Avidya’ alone is given, in both the explanations the
word ‘Avyakta’ amounts to being interpreted as ‘Avidya’
alone - thereby the defect of ‘Punarukti’ (repetition of a
statement) attaches itself to the Bhashya. Avidyatmaka
means Avidya Kalpita (imagined, conjured up by Avidya)
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alone. The fact that - ‘‘The sentence - ‘Because of the
reason alone that Bijashakti is Avidya Kalpita, it is bumnt
away by Vidya’ - is the one which adduces the motive
behind the previous sentence’’ - is clarified by the word

‘Hi’ (alone) in the expression ‘3fqenfaiat f&’. Therefore,

because of the reason that Avyakrita is Avidyda Kalpita,
that too can be called ‘Avidya’ for name’s sake ; this fact
is established from this reasoning. If this is acceptable,
then what we had propounded as our opinion previously

that - “In the sentence - ‘3TATHareAT AfFem’ - only

Gounavidya has been stated’’ - gets strengthened.

But now a question like - ‘“‘For the word ‘Avidyat-
maka’ can we imagine (adopt) a meaning of ‘Avidya
Kalpita’ ?°* - arises. For that my answer is only this
much : Shri Sankara, while explaining the meaning of his
own sentence in Brahma Stutra Bhashya (2-1-14), viz. -

' AR TTEYE SR G Gd9ae - has written
- ‘FATR TN FaATeNR cqa ey deargaramfda-1a
HHRISEEeI WeqQ e WA, uiw:, wFfa: - 3 =

@RI - This should be referred to and its
meaning discerned. Now the fact that Shri Sarikara’s
interpretation of the word ‘Avyakrita’ is verily ‘Avidya
Kalpita’ becomes as clear as the Sun’s brilliance. This
very meaning is explained by Shri Sankara by the later
word ‘Avidya Krita’ also.

Because of the reasons that : (a) This situation has
arisen to indicate that - ‘Since names and forms as also
the K@ya Karanas (body, senses) which are the effects
of these names and forms are Avidy@maka (Avidya Kalpita
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i.e. conjured up by ignorance), the distinction of Jiva and
Iswara is verily Vyavahaika (an empirical transaction)
and not Paamathika (absolutely real)’ ; (b) ‘since Shri
Sankara teaches that by means of Vidya this Upadhi
(adjunct) gets destroyed - this phenomenon of names and
forms i1s Avidya Kalpita and hence it is Mithya (unreal,
false). Therefore, it gets destroyed by Vidya.” This
auspicious Siddhanta gets evolved by the meaning of
‘Avidya Kalpita’. Some people have raised the following
question out of a sheer overbearing attitude : “Why should
we not interpret the words ‘Avidya Kalpita’ and ‘Avidya
Krita’ as °‘Avidyatmaka’ only and thereby attach the
meaning of - ‘Avidy@waripa’ (of the essential nature of
Avidya) ?° But to assert that the Bhashyakara has used
the word ‘Avidya Kalpita’ with that interpretation, there
is no clinching evidence whatsoever ; in fact, even in the
literary sphere too a usage of this kind is not to be found.
It is in vogue to call a silver idol ‘Rajatatmaka’ or
‘Rajatakrita’ ; but who ever calls silver itself by those
epithets ?

In certain places Shri Sankara has given the special
attribute of ‘Avidya Lakshana’ to Prakriti. I have quoted
above (Bra. Siitra Bha. 2-1-14) a sentence in which Shri
Sankara has stridently asserted that Prakriti is verily Avidya
Kalpita Nama-Ripa (names and forms imagined, conjured
up due to ignorance). It being so, the critics should
kindly think as to how interpreting the expression ‘Avidya
Lakshana’ to mean ‘Avidya Kalpita’ is wrong. In Sanskrit
the word ‘Lakshana’ does not have the exclusive meaning
of ‘Swaripa’ (essential nature of Being) ; for example,

“Jregrereronsgt g5:” - in this Jaimini Siitra what meaning
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this word ‘Lakshana’ has can be examined. Similarly in

the usage of the expression - “TEUH" - in Gaudapada
Karika, the commentary of Shri Sankara as ‘FeaasTafd

UM WHIV' should be discerned.

Another point. The Bhashyas bristle with epithets
like ‘Avidy3lakshana’, ‘Avidyakrita’, ‘Avidyakalpita’,
‘Avidyapratyupasthapita’ [In the Brahma Sutra Bhashya
2-2-2 there is a sentence : “JfqEMIErTYAIHEIHAAY-

>

9" - herein it has been very clearly mentioned that due

to Avidya the Maya of names and forms is imagined
(misconceived) ; this fact the readers should discerm and
remember] ; all these are always, invariably, used as
qualifying epithets for ‘names and forms’ by Shri Sarkara.
If names and forms are themselves Avidya, then not even
at one single place the word ‘Avidya’ being used as a
special significant qualifying word for the phenomenon of
names and forms is to be found ! Why 1s it ? Even a
single epithet of the type of ‘Namartupakritavidyd’,
‘Namartipakritadhyasa’ etc. is not found to have been
used for Adhyasa ! Why is it ? If it were true that
Namarupa itself was Milavidya and that alone was the
root cause for Adhyasa, and to denote this itself was so
important for Shri Sankara, then without even mentioning
it for once would he possibly leave behind that task of
imagining that opinion of his to the Vyakhyanakaras ?
Quite contrary to this, could he have repeatedly proclaimed
that names and forms themselves are ‘Avidyakalpita’ ?
These facts should be ruminated over quite cautiously by
all proponents of Milavidya.
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For Adhyasa the body and the senses are needed ;
therefore, Avyakrita or Milavidya, which is the cause
for those body and senses, necessarily precedes, them,
is it not ? By means of Atmanatmaviveka (deliberation
on the phenomena of Atman or Self and Anatman or
not-Self) alone Adhyasa disappears (becomes extinct) ;
but Anatmamithyatwa (the unreal, false nature of not-
Self) becoming fully determined, can Advaita be
established ? Thus some people raise an objection.

Both these objections are those which have raised
their ugly heads because of a failure to discern the
essential nature of Adhyasa as described by Shri Sankara.
For, even the deliberation about Atman and Anatman is
itself the resultant effect or function of Adhyasa. In fact,
to imagine Pramatrutwa (I notion, ego-consciousness),
Prameyatwa (objectivity) in Atman is itself Adhyasa ; it
being so, it may amount to saying that - ‘The Viveka
(deliberation on) of Atman and Anatman is Adhy&abaihaka
(capable of falsifying misconception) ! The whole gamut
of Loukika (empirical, mundane) and Vaidika (scriptural)
Vyavahara (empirical dealings) is verily the magic spell
cast by the magician called ‘Adhyasa’ ! The transactions
of cause and effect categories too is an empirical transaction
indeed ; therefore, that is also Adhyasta (super-imposed).
If we discern the subtle purport behind Shri Sarkara’s
statement in Brahma Siitra Bhashya 2-1-27 : ‘‘The names
and forms which are Avidyakalpita are acquiring the
Vyaktaripa (manifest form) and the Avyaktaripa (un-
manifest form) ; for Brahman, which is of their form,
Parinanadi (transformation etc.) appear as if they have
occurred to It’’ - then we never have any doubt remaining
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in this regard. Adhyasa is not an event occurring in
time ; we should keep in mind here that time itself
is the offspring of Adhyasa. Then the subtle, lofty
teaching that - ‘Atman alone is Satyam (Reality) ; all
of Anatman (not-Self) is Anrita (unreal, false) ; mixing
up these, any understanding that we entertain Is itself
Adhyasa’ - gets rooted in our mind.

The quintessence of this article of mine is this much :
Because of the reason that Avyakrita Namariipa is the
seed (cause) for the world of duality - if any one calls
it ‘Mulavidya’ - then the opinion of such people is not
unacceptable to me. Because of the reason that such
Avyakrita Namarupa is the cause for everything it can be
called ‘Mula’. But to say that - ‘It is not Adhyasta
(super-imposed) - not Avidydkalpita (imagined, misconceived
due to ignorance)’’ - is opposed to Bhashyas as also to
Yukti ; and hence I can never accept that. Even the
Vivaranacharya, who has championed the cause of ‘Miila-

vidyavada’, has at one place accepted that : SAfIHATA-
O ARHARE HIeARQIETY Hredagie: Heeddal
7 f48f< | (Vivarana). Meaning : “‘It has been imagined
in Atman just as black colour is imagined in empty
space’’. If the full meaning (import) of this pregnant

sentence is discerned by all the critics, I feel that my
mission is fulfilled.

OM TAT SAT



5. Brahmavidya or Knowledge of The Ultimate Reality

It unravels the secrets of both the Siddhanta, i.e. spiritual
science, and the Sadhana, i.e. spiritual disciplines or practices,
pertaining to Self-Knowledge.

6. The Quintessence of Pristine Pure Vedanta

As the name of the book itself suggests, this contains the
quintessence of pristine pure Vedantic teachings culled out of the
original Bhashyas of Adi Sankara.

7. The Philosophical Science of Vedanta

This gives a foretaste of Adi Sarikara’s famous ‘Brahma Siitra
Bhashyas’. Two brief appendices are also adduced to compare and
contrast the interpretations of ‘Brahma Siutras’ by the other schools
of philosophy, viz. Visishtadvaita of Ramanujacharya & Dvaita of
Madhwacharya.

8. Vedanta : The Only Consummate Spiritual Science

Being the last of the series, this book projects a profound and
comprehensive perspective to enable a genuine student of this
spiritual science to weigh its teachings and truths against all the
other physical and psychic sciences as also other imperfect schools
of philosophy, both Western & Indian.

Write to :

Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya
Holenarsipur, Hassan Dist.,, Karnataka - 573 211
or
Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya
Thyagarajanagar, Bangalore - 560 028
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